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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this research was to understand the role carried out by persons-in-charge 
of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The comprehension of this 
leadership role encompassed identifying and understanding profile and qualities of the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts as well as the duties and responsibilities of these 
individuals. The extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
received institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they worked on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions were also explored, alongside their 
personal view of internationalization with respect to globalization. This study added to the 
existing body of knowledge since little research has been conducted regarding the organizational 
and leadership focus towards campus internationalization efforts especially at the community 
colleges level.  This survey research was conducted with members from two national 
organizations who were considered leaders involved in campus internationalization efforts at 
their respective community colleges nationwide. The voluntary and anonymous survey 
instrument was administered online. Data analysis for quantitative data was descriptive, while 
responses to open-ended questions were summarized. One can conclude from the research 
findings that the profile and designation of the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts are still developing, given the varying titles the respondents had and different supervisors 
to whom they reported. Furthermore, the results indicate that the major roles and responsibilities 
carried out by these leaders were beyond only overseeing international students and encouraging 
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their own students to engage in study abroad and/or exchange programs. The duties included 
bringing together senior administrators, faculty, and students via strategic planning, institutional 
relations, and collaborations through internal/external advisory boards, and faculty policies 
affecting curriculum internationalization amongst others. The results indicated that the 
professional and personal traits best suited for this leadership position would be the individual 
who is aware of what internationalization in community college entails, has management 
experience, is articulate and is highly motivated. Hence, comprehending the role of existing 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts in community colleges helps to 
understand the unique profile, roles, and responsibilities as well as professional and personal 
qualities embodied by these leaders. It also enables senior leadership of the institutions to 
understand the kind of support required and challenges faced by such individuals to ensure 
comprehensive internationalization efforts take off and are successful at their respective 
community colleges.  
1 
 
 
 
 
CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Background 
Globalization continues to increase connections between countries, especially in 
economic development, technology and social mobilization around the world. Global events, for 
example, the 2010 Arab Spring, the 2014 Ebola crisis, and the 2015 and 2016 Paris terrorists’ 
attacks have heightened the need to look at whether higher education institutions are doing what 
they can to prepare their students for global awareness and competencies. The evolving visions 
and strategic plans of these institutions to internationalize are a collective response to these 
global events that have a lasting impact on our shores (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Knight, 2003). 
In addition, the 2007 Great Recession has led to a reduction in state funding for higher education 
institutions (St. John, Daun-Barnett & Moronski-Chapman, 2012). The slow recovery of the 
weakened economy adversely affects the funding allocated to the higher education institutions, 
and influences the perception of education as a consumer commodity.  Consequently, public 
institutions in higher education have the motivations to attract international students to tap on 
higher than local tuition fees while providing the highly valued education that is absent in the 
international students native countries (Altbach & Knight, 2007). Lastly, the impact of the 
shifting immigration policies of the new administration has received strong condemnation from 
senior administrators (Presidents, Nobel Laureates, faculty, educational associations, etc.) in 
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support for existing and potential international students, staff and faculty in their higher 
education institutions (Fain, 2017; Redden, 2017). The international constituents do not only 
bring extra tuition revenue to the institutions, but also add value to curriculum, cultural 
exchanges, dialogues and research programs (Altbach & Knight, 2007).  
The fast-paced evolution of technological advances and social media applications, 
especially in the information communication industries, has enabled individuals worldwide to be 
increasingly interconnected via trade, travel, and technology (Dellow, 2007; Friedman, 2005; 
Romano & Dellow, 2009). The unintended consequence of these events has forced community 
colleges to review their missions with respect to expanding curriculum beyond local neighborly 
focus. Boggs and Irwin (2007) indicated that  
“Community colleges have a responsibility to acknowledge global understanding and 
communication as integral to their mission. Community college governing boards and 
chief executives, as well as their administrators, faculty, and staff who oversee programs 
and services, must not only embrace global education, but also challenge their 
communities to understand its importance” (p. 26).  
There are advantages for community colleges to pursue campus internationalization 
efforts. For instance, internationalization efforts attract international students who bring extra 
tuition revenue to the campus (Altback & Knight, 2007; Barr & McClellan, 2011; Brennan & 
Dellow, 2013). This can help to lessen budgetary concerns faced by the community colleges.  
The limited literature indicates that not all community college graduates pursue transfer to a 
four-year college or a university where the engagement in international matters and events are 
more evident at an academic level (Raby & Valeau, 2007; Treat & Hagedorn, 2013).  
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Community colleges, thus, are in the position to provide curriculum, programming and events 
that introduce their students to international matters, cultures and events.  
Community colleges open their doors to a diverse set of students that include recent high 
school graduates, adults beyond the early twenties, returning working adults, ethnic minorities, 
individuals with dependent children or parents, under-prepared students, and other adult learners. 
Hence, the two-year colleges are uniquely positioned to reach out, engage and meet the needs of 
all types of community constituents, including both traditional students as well as non-traditional 
students who cannot return to high school and are also not ready for four-year colleges at the 
same time. As a result, Green (2007) aptly highlights a unique niche that community colleges 
can fulfill to meet the need for internationalization efforts on their campuses:  
“Community colleges have an important role to play in furthering the internationalizing 
of U.S. higher education. With 52 percent of first-year students enrolled in community 
colleges, global learning at the postsecondary level must begin there. For those students 
whose education ends with their community college experience, community colleges are 
likely to constitute the only formal academic opportunity to learn about other countries, 
culture, and global trends. For those students who do transfer to four-year institutions, the 
two-year institution may still furnish the majority of students’ global learning” (p. 16).  
Community colleges have the responsibility to educate their students, provide relevant 
training options and offer educational platforms that support global competencies. Thus, the onus 
falls on the community colleges to undertake a comprehensive internationalization effort on their 
campuses so that enrolled students are in touch with how global events affect local communities 
in this increasing interconnected world. Mellow and Heelan (2008) have warned that community 
colleges can no longer deny the impact of internationalization on their students:   
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 “If graduates of community colleges are not aware of global issues, and if we cannot 
 help them to become the citizens and entrepreneurs who understand the intended and 
 unintended consequence of out-sourcing and off-shoring, no college education will be 
 sufficient” (p. 161).  
As a result, this research study highlights the need to initiate and spearhead 
internationalization efforts in two-year colleges. Against this backdrop, the problem statement 
for this research study, and its purpose and significance is stated in this chapter. Then, the 
research questions for this study is listed. Thereafter, some terms are defined to ensure consistent 
usage and understanding of internationalization efforts in the study. Lastly, the delimitations and 
limitations of the study is highlighted.  
 
Statement of the Problem 
According to the American Association of Community Colleges (2016), there are 1, 108 
community colleges in the United States with 982 public colleges, 90 independent colleges and 
36 tribal colleges. The Community College for International Development (2016) has a total of 
140 members who have a designated leadership position as a person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts.  The California Colleges for International Education (2016) has a 
membership of 84 community colleges (from that state) that have a designated leadership 
position as a person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts.  
However, it is possible that some of the community colleges could be members of both 
organizations. And at the same time there could be other community colleges who are involved 
in campus internationalization efforts that may be affiliated with other organizations, or may not 
have any affiliations with any organizations. Thus, it is difficult to determine objectively how 
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many community colleges nationwide offer an active international focus at their institutions. 
Besides the limited numerical data, there has been little research done in understanding the role 
of individuals leading the campus internationalization efforts at the community college level. 
The term “person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts” is used as a generic term 
since individuals responsible for this position carry different titles (e.g. Director, International 
Education Coordinator, International Program Specialist, etc.). 
As a result, the researcher aims to highlight the need to initiate and spearhead campus 
internationalization efforts in two-year colleges. This will provide students who are unable or 
choose not to continue their education beyond an associate’s degree to be introduced to the world 
beyond their local neighborhoods. Community colleges are in the position to provide the 
knowledge, experience and appreciation of global perspectives in this increasingly connected 
world (Green, 2007; Harder, 2011; Mellow & Heelan, 2008; Raby & Valeau).  
Additionally, the limited literature recommends the creation of an institutional 
international office with an accompanying leadership position overseen by persons-in-charge to 
support comprehensive internationalization efforts (budget, staffing, curriculum development, 
events, workshops, etc.) at the community colleges (Biddle, 2002; Dellow, 2007; Green & Siaya, 
2005; Harder, 2011). To expand on this literature, the key problem question that this study hopes 
to get some answers to is “What are the characteristics and role of individuals leading the 
campus internationalization efforts at the community college level?” Understanding the profiles, 
qualities, duties, challenges and support of existing persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts will help both active and less active community colleges to respond better to 
internationalization aspirations of their own institutions nationwide. 
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Purpose of the Study 
The researcher proposes to understand the role of persons-in-charge of leading the 
internationalization efforts of their institutions at community colleges, including identifying and 
understanding the profile and qualities of these persons-in-charge, as well as their duties and 
responsibilities. The researcher also would like to find the extent to which these individuals 
receive institutional support, together with the challenges they faced as they work on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions. This study will add to the current 
body of knowledge since little research has been conducted regarding organizational and 
leadership focus towards campus internationalization efforts in community colleges (Creswell, 
2014).  
 
Significance of the Study 
Given the limited literature on campus internationalization efforts in community colleges, 
the findings of this study will help to expand the understanding of comprehensive 
internationalization in the community colleges. The study will also help to inform senior 
administrators of participating (and highly active) community colleges of the importance of 
providing organizational and leadership support from the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts perspective.  
Moreover, it will provide the senior administrators of non-participating (and less active) 
community colleges or less-active participating two-year colleges encouragement to start the 
dialogue of reviewing their priorities on internationalization initiatives at their campuses, and/or  
craft a specific office with personnel to initiate, embark, and/or spearhead internationalization 
efforts that can permeate throughout their institutions and campuses. 
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Research Questions 
This research study is designed to find the answers to the following questions:  
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts in their community colleges?  (e.g. titles, full-time/part-time, faculty, 
administration, staff) 
2. What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts at their community colleges?  
3. What personal and/or professional qualities are deemed important in the persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts at community colleges?  
4. How much support do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts report 
receiving from their senior administrators?  
5. What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts face in 
internationalizing their community colleges?  
6. How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges 
define “campus internationalization”?  
The aim of Research question number One is to capture the profile of the persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts with respect to the following demographic 
variables: 
 State 
 Carnegie Classification  
 Membership at national organizations 
 Title 
 Position 
 Devotion to Internationalization 
 Employees 
 Educational Qualifications 
 Years of Experience in Higher 
Education Administration 
 Tenure 
 Gender 
 Age 
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The aim of Research question number Two is to identify and understand the duties and 
responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts.  
The objective of Research question number Three is to explore the requisite personal and 
professional qualities for persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts. The goal of 
Research question number Four is to examine the extent to which the persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts receive institutional support from their senior administrators 
(e.g. administrative, financial, networking, staffing, and technology). The aim of research 
question number Five is to get a better understanding of the challenges the persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts face as they work on the internationalization initiatives of 
their respective institutions. And the goal of Research question number Six is to understand what 
“campus internationalization” means to the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts, given the varying meanings of internationalization (Knight, 2013). 
 
Definition of Terms 
Some terms used in this research study are defined in a variety of ways by several 
researchers.  These definitions are discussed in more detail in Chapter Two, and for the purpose 
of this study, the following operational definitions will be used:  
 Community/State Colleges– higher education institutions providing post-secondary 
education leading to certificate, associate and bachelor degrees, as well as offering 
career/vocational/technical and workforce development training, developmental 
education (remedial courses), dual enrollment courses for eligible high school students, 
and General Education Development (GED) preparation (Mellow & Heelan, 2008).  
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 Internationalization – “at the national/sector/institutional level is defined as the process of 
integrating an international, intercultural or global dimensions into the purpose, 
functions, or delivery or post-secondary education” (Knight, 2004, p. 11).  
 Person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts – individual at a community 
college who is leading the internationalization effort that includes, but is not limited to 
study abroad, international students, internationalization of the curriculum, and 
international activities and events for students and faculty on campus(es).  
 
Delimitations of the Study 
 The study uses a purposive sample of community colleges who are members of two 
organizations in the United States: Community College for International Development (2016) 
and California Colleges for International Education (2016). These community colleges are likely 
to have persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts that can serve as participants for this 
research. Other individuals outside of these organizations and outside of United States will not 
be included as participants in this study.  
 
Limitations of the Study 
 Since there are a variety of designated position titles (e.g. Dean, Director, Officer, 
Faculty, etc.) overseeing the role of persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts, one 
limitation of this study includes missing some participants. Furthermore, some institutions may 
not provide approval for their persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts to 
participate, while at the same time some persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
may themselves choose not to participate.  
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 External validity refers to “the extent to which the study results can be generalized to and 
across populations of persons, settings, times, outcomes, and treatment variations” (Johnson & 
Christensen, 2012, p. 256). Since the California Colleges for International Education located in 
California, the results of this study may be skewed towards the unique characteristics of that 
state. In addition, the results of this survey may be generalized only to community colleges. 
Generalization to universities and private post-secondary institutions may not be appropriate. 
Thus, the external validity of this study is not high.  
 Internal validity is defined as “the degree to which a researcher is justified in concluding 
that an observed relationship is causal” (Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 268). Since this study 
is explorative and correlational with no casual relationships expected from collected data, the 
internal validity of the research is low.   
 Lastly, measurement (or construct) validity refers to “the extent to which a higher-order 
construct is accurately represented in a particular study” (Johnson & Christensen, 2012, p. 261). 
The accuracy of the study is limited to the following factors: (1) The extent that participants 
understood each question as intended by the researcher, (2) The extent that participants answer 
with full honesty, (3) The extent that participants base their responses on personal and 
professional experiences, and (4) the extent that the interpretation of “internationalization” match 
the definition used in this study. 
 
Chapter Summary 
The impact of globalization makes it vital for higher education institutions to accelerate 
the internationalization of their campuses to prepare, educate and train their students with the 
vital skills needed to understand global events and respond competently. The researcher seeks to 
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add to the literature review (which is covered in the next chapter) new and applicable evidence 
about the leadership contributions by persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts, 
especially in the community colleges as the rationale for the research proposal. At the present 
moment, this particular area has received little to no specific attention. There is evidence 
(covered in Chapter Two) that many community colleges are not actively involved in the 
internationalization endeavor at their campuses. Understanding and learning about the role 
played by persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts will provide some assistance 
to the community colleges interested in embarking, improving or spearheading the 
internationalization process of their institutions.   
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Introduction 
Internationalization efforts in higher education (including international education) have 
been an ongoing endeavor. Knight (2003, 2004) observed that internationalization was 
commonly discussed in the political science and governmental affair realms for centuries, and 
that the concept only started to take flight in the educational field in the early 1980s. Looking at 
higher education institutions today, the Institute of International Education, IIE (2014), reported 
that the overall number of international students in the United States has grown 72 percent since 
2000 to 886, 052 in 2013/2014 and has contributed more than $27 billion to the U.S. economy in 
2013 in all 50 states. However, the report also cited room for growth as these international 
students only made up about four percent of the more than 21 million students enrolled in higher 
education in the country.  
Moreover, the overall number of American students participating in studying abroad 
programs for academic credit more than doubled in the last 15 years; from 130,000 students in 
1998/99 to 289, 408 students in 2012/2013. According to IIE”s President Dr. Allan E. Goodman 
(Institute of International Education, 2014): “International experience is one of the most 
important components of a 21st century education, and study abroad should be viewed as an 
essential element of a college degree”. Yet, IIE cautioned that the figure was less than 10 percent 
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of all U.S. higher education undergraduate students (including both universities and community 
colleges) prior to graduation.  This low figure is a cause for concern as the remaining 90 percent 
were graduating without any international experience. The numbers are even lower for 
community colleges nationwide. 
Research in understanding the internationalization efforts in community colleges is 
inadequate (Burdzinski, 2014; Clark, 2013; Harder, 2011; de Wit, 2002). Chen (2008) conducted 
a content assessment of 30 dissertations covering international education at community colleges 
from 2002 to 2007. He concluded that inquiry in this area was insufficient since the 30 
dissertations only accounted for (less than 1% of total dissertations during the same time period. 
Chen (2008) encouraged “researchers and doctoral students … to devote themselves more to 
international education, connecting research to practice, using international education research 
and studies as a powerful engine, driving community colleges into the world” (p.90). To address 
this gap in the research literature, a literary review on internationalization efforts in higher 
education institutions especially in community colleges is discussed in this chapter (Creswell, 
2014). 
This literature review has six sections. The first highlights the methodology used in 
facilitating the review process. The second section looks at the evolution of the 
internationalization terminology in higher education institutions since the factors and features of 
internationalization efforts are similar between them, but with varying interpretations. The third 
section examines the history, the overall outlook, and the progress of community colleges toward 
internationalization efforts. The fourth section compares internationalization efforts between 
universities and community colleges that are engaged in the internationalization of their 
institutions. The fifth section reviews the demands and expectations of employers from the labor 
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industry for globally competent employees who are graduates of postsecondary education 
especially those from workforce programs of community colleges. The last section looks at the 
conceptual theory that forms the framework for this research study.  
 
Methods in Literature Review 
The research studies chosen for this literature review focus on the meaning of 
internationalization in higher education, the history of internationalization efforts at community 
colleges since late 1960s to the present, the comparison between universities and community 
colleges who are engaged in the internationalization of their institutions, the demands of 
employer or labor industry for globally competent employees graduating from higher education 
institutions including community colleges, and the administrative reorganization at higher 
education institutions.  
Three main databases were employed to search for relevant research studies: Academic 
Search Premier, EBSCOhost and University of South Florida Electronic Theses & Dissertations 
within Scholar Commons. Moreover, online journals and organizational websites were reviewed 
for online research articles including New Directions for Community Colleges, Journal of Studies 
in International Education, and International Educator. The duration of the literature to explore 
and understand the related studies was kept up-to-date from the last fifteen years. Hence, the 
timeline for the literature analysis is between 2000 and 2015.  
The keywords used in searching these databases and website include international*, 
global*, effort*, community college*, higher education, and university* (* = truncation feature 
of search engines). The search was limited to full-text articles and yielded a few pages of results. 
After shifting through the titles and also searching the reference lists of some relevant 
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dissertations, journal articles and books, a total of 43 appropriate articles were selected for this 
literature review. The studies all represent higher education institutions; from community 
colleges to universities.  
 
What does Internationalization in Higher Education Mean? 
The meaning of “internationalization” in higher education has been hard to crystalize 
over the years. Evolving from Jane Knight”s early discussions, in 1994, she defined 
internationalization as the “process of integrating an international perspective into the 
teaching/learning, research and service functions” in higher education institutions (in Knight, 
2001, p. 229). Nine years later, Knight (2003) expanded this definition to “internationalization at 
the national/sector/institutional levels is defined as the process of integrating an international, 
intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary 
education” (p. 2). The latter definition is commonly used by other authors (Burdzinski, 2014; 
Clark, 2013; de Wit, 2010; IAU, 2015) as a “working definition; generic and applicable to any 
situation” (Knight, 2003, p. 2). In her last publication, Knight (2013) compiled new words (see 
Table 2.1) used over the years to reflect the evolution of the “internationalization” terminology 
in higher education to reflect how the “priorities and activities” in higher education have both 
remained the same and changed somewhat overtime.   
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Table 2.1. Evolution of International Education Terminology 
Recent terms  
last ten years 
New terms  
last twenty years 
Existing terms  
last thirty years 
Traditional terms 
last fifty years 
Generic Terms 
Regionalization 
Planetization 
Glocalization 
Global citizenship 
Knowledge enterprise 
Green internationalization 
Global rankings 
 
Globalization 
Borderless education 
Cross-border education 
Transnational education 
Virtual education 
Internationalization “abroad” 
Internationalization “at home” 
  
 
Internationalization 
Multi-cultural education 
Inter-cultural education 
Global education 
Distance education 
Offshore or overseas 
education 
 
International 
education 
International 
development 
cooperation 
Comparative 
education 
Correspondence 
education 
Specific elements 
Regional education hubs 
International competencies 
Degree mills 
Visa factories 
Joint, double, combined 
degrees 
Branding, status-building 
 
 
Education providers 
Corporate universities 
Liberalization of education services 
Networks 
 
Virtual universities 
Branch campus 
Twinning and franchise programs 
 
International students 
Study abroad 
Institution agreements 
Partnership projects 
Area studies 
Bi-national cooperation 
 
Foreign students 
Student exchange 
Development 
projects 
Cultural agreements
Language study 
 
Note. The table is taken from Knight, J, (2013). The changing landscape of higher education internationalization – 
for better or worse? Perspectives Policy and Practice in Higher Education, 17(3), pp. 86. [Permission granted; see 
Appendix A.] 
 
Other definitions (Ilieva, Beck & Waterstone, 2014; Mitchell & Nielsen, 2012; NAFSA, 
2011) do include the impact of globalization of economies on the internationalization efforts in 
higher education and vice-versa as aptly highlighted by Altback and Knight (2007): 
“Internationalization includes the policies and practices undertaken by academic systems 
and institutions—and even individuals—to cope with the global academic environment. 
The motivations for internationalization include commercial advantage, knowledge and 
language acquisition, enhancing the curriculum with international content, and many 
others,” while globalization is seen as “ the economic, political, and societal forces 
pushing 21st century higher education toward greater international involvement. Global 
capital has, for the first time, heavily invested in knowledge industries worldwide, 
including higher education and advanced training. This investment reflects the emergence 
of the, “knowledge society”, the rise of the service sector, and the dependence of many 
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societies on knowledge products and highly educated personnel for economic growth.” 
(p. 290) 
Therefore, internationalizing a community college or a university requires 
internationalizing the curriculum, opening enrollment to include international students in their 
academic programs, offering foreign language courses, hiring instructors fluent in foreign 
languages, engaging in exchange programs between institutions in different countries to name a 
few. Globalization, however, compels community college or a university to become the means to 
support their local communities or the overall nation’s economic engine by offering and 
engaging in educational programs that promote global labor capital. Thus, globalization and 
educational internationalization works hand-in-hand from the onset. Parker and Camicia (2009) 
succinctly summarized the impact of globalization on the need for international education:  
“Globalization, like “international education”, is an old process dating back 500 years or 
more, but an historically distinct phase is unfolding today” such that the “change is 
anything but complete and proceeds in fits and starts, but it constitutes a powerful and 
possibly defining social context for “international education” in U.S. schools today.” (p. 
46) 
To meet the objectives of this study and literature review, the definition used for 
“internationalization” is from Knight”s 2003 “working definition” to explain the 
internationalization efforts in community colleges and that is “Internationalization at the 
national/sector/institutional levels is defined as the process of integrating an international, 
intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary 
education” (p. 2). However, since the terminology is not crystalized, the sixth research question 
of this study hopes to capture the definition of existing persons-in-charge of campus 
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internationalization efforts at the community colleges to gain an understanding of how their 
definitions guide their engagement in the internationalization efforts of their institutions.  
 
History of Internationalization Efforts at Community Colleges 
 Community colleges have been engaged in the pursuit of internationalizing their 
institutions since the 1960s, however the adoption of internationalization efforts has been uneven 
in both numbers and depth. Raby and Valeau (2007) summarized the major efforts undertaken at 
the community college level in infusing international education in four phases: 
1. Recognition Phase (1967-1984) – from the late 60s to the late 70s, adoption of 
international education began with study abroad programs, adoption of internationalized 
curriculum, and importance ascribed to international education. 
2. Expansion & Publication Phase (1980-1990) – during this period, the importance of 
international education was published leading to more support for the cause with the 
provision of national grants in internationalizing curriculum and preparing students for a 
globalized world before the Internet and social media were available. 
3. Augmentation Phase (1990-2000) – the rise of international education continued in 
community colleges through the expansion of study abroad disciplines, recruitment of 
more international students as well as the engagement and training of community college 
faculty.  
4. Institutionalization Phase (2000-2007) – the authors” claim that just before the most 
recent economic downturn, there was a deliberate attempt in including international 
education in colleges” mission statements, and in state and national education policies.  
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However, Raby and Valeau concluded that the surge has been sporadic and that interest 
overtime had waned. This is in response to challenges like the shifting immigration policies, 
epidemic health concerns and worldwide acts of terrorism alongside diminishing budgets and 
failing economy (given the recent Great Recession) that impacted community colleges (Raby & 
Valeau, 2007).  The authors also provided strategies to help institutionalize international 
education ranging from “organizational leadership at all levels” to having a “line item for 
international education in the College Budget” to forming “coalitions with regional and national 
advocacy groups” (p. 11-12).  
Raby and Valeau (2007) highlighted that community colleges leaders presently, “still did 
not see international education as a key component of the community college’s mission” (p. 5). 
Rather internationalization at these institutions were more peripheral than substantial.  And the 
authors’ rightfully raised the concern that students who conclude their education at the 
community college level will miss the opportunity of “acquiring international literacy” (p. 6) 
because of the lack of importance and support given to international education at their exiting 
institutions. Overall, Raby and Valeau (2007) provided a succinct summary about the limited and 
uneven success of international education in community colleges nationwide. Thus, Raby and 
Valeau perspectives form the main support for this study of internationalization efforts in 
community colleges.  
Furthermore, Treat and Hagedorn (2013) provided a bird’s eye view of the progress 
community colleges made in international education since the major terrorist attack in 2001.They 
broke up the development in three phases:  
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1. Pre-9/11, a Spiky World – the adoption of international education was uneven at the 
community college level such that “while a few community colleges were very 
internationalized, most were firmly committed to local interests” (p. 6). 
2. Post-9/11, A Flat World – the catastrophic event of 9/11 shocked the entire nation. 
Consequently, there was a rise in international education via “consortia, study-abroad 
opportunities, and inclusion of specific global learning outcome goals” (p. 7) for both the 
internationalized and localized community colleges.  Moreover, the impact of 
globalization and technology along with changing global demographics, aided in the 
increase in international education at community colleges. 
3. The Post Flat World – the authors believe that community colleges have a niche to fill as 
“the opening of areas to trade and communication leads to conditions in which talent, 
technology, and tolerance become conceivable if an educational system like a community 
college is available to provide skills development” (p. 8).  
Treat and Hagedorn (2013) highlighted that the main mission of the community college 
as an institution was the “responsibility to train the community citizenry to meet the needs of 
local employers, thus creating local workforce development for economic prosperity” (p. 5). 
However, with transformations in technological and economical inter-connectivity in the 21st 
century, community colleges can no longer be isolated from concerns outside their local 
community.  Chen (2008) also stressed that “in today’s globalizing world, the responsibility of 
community colleges for producing high quality graduates with global competence cannot be 
ignored” (p.83).  
Thus, Treat and Hagedorn’s (2013) article provided an overview of community college 
efforts in providing international education in the current global context. One factor seemingly 
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inevitable in this paper was that the initial mission of the community college will need to 
confront to adapt (or be ready) for some internationalization efforts to face this globally-
connected world beyond an initial neighborly focus. Treat and Hagedorn’s (2013) research 
supports Chen’s (2008) study by highlighting the increasing need to motivate many of the 
community colleges that have yet to initiate and embrace internationalization efforts on their 
campuses.  
The only statistical measurement of community colleges’ internationalizing efforts is 
captured by Green and Siaya (2005). They reviewed the responses of 233 community colleges (N 
= 552, 42%) to an institutional survey conducted in 2001 by the American Council on Education 
(ACE) and funded by the Ford Foundation called “Measuring Internationalization by Institution 
Type” (p. 1, 22). Green and Siaya (2005) developed an “internationalization index” that looked at 
six dimensions: “articulated commitment, academic offerings, organizational infrastructure, 
external funding, institutional investment in faculty and international students and student 
programs” (p. 22-23). They rated the level of engagement by the community colleges from nil to 
high levels. The results are summarized in Table 2.2.  
 
Table 2.2. Internationalization Index 
 
Internationalization Index 
“Less Active” “Highly Active” 
Zero (%) Low 
(%) 
Medium 
(%) 
Medium-
High (%) 
High 
(%) 
Overall Internationalization 1 61 33 5 0 
Articulated Commitment 43 16 28 8 4 
Academic Offering 7 51 36 5 0 
Organizational Infrastructure 20 30 36 13 2 
External Funding 58 15 17 9 2 
Institutional Investment in Faculty 38 37 18 6 1 
International Students and Student Programs 9 71 19 0 0 
 
Note. The data on the level of engagement by the community colleges based on the Internationalization Index are 
adapted from Green, M. F. & Siaya, L. (2005). Measuring internationalization at community colleges. American 
Council on Education, pp. 2-14.  
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 Similar to the findings of Raby and Valeau (2007), as well as that of Treat and Hagedorn 
(2013), Green and Siaya (2005, p. ii) found that a majority of community colleges (about 60%) 
from this sample (n = 233) were “less active” in the overall internationalization of their 
institutions. About the same number did not have articulated commitment (e.g. mission 
statement, strategic plan) nor academic offering (e.g. for-credit courses with international 
emphasis, study abroad, foreign language) to support international education relative to the 
“highly active” institutions.  
Green and Siaya (2005) reported that 51% of community colleges who were “highly 
active” invested in resources to “support and promote internationalization on campus” and that 
these included “dedicated office space, standing campus-wide committees and international 
education office staff, communications and technological support” (p. 9-10). These authors also 
highlighted that of this cohort of “highly active” institutions, 92% had an “office that 
administered international education programs” (p. 10).  In addition, about 73% of the “less 
active” community colleges did not explicitly pursue external funding for international 
education, while about 28% community colleges who were “highly active” did. This difference 
could be attributed to lacking a centralized point of contact to ensure that the internationalization 
efforts permeated all levels of the institutions including reaching outside the institution for 
funding for the “less active” community colleges. 
About 75% of the community colleges were “less active” in providing funds for leading 
study abroad, supporting overseas conferences, meetings, or research for their faculty as key 
asset in promoting international education. Lastly, about 80% of the institutions were “less 
active” in engaging with international student enrollment or student programs and events related 
to international education on campus. This report provided a bird’s eye-view of the way 
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internationalization can take a backseat if institutions do not deliberately or actively engage via 
the six dimensions of the international index.  
A key inference that supports Green and Siaya’s study is the importance of the 
“organizational infrastructure” dimension that could be the impetus needed to ensure that the 
other five dimensions are considered. This insight was reflected as one of the significant 
correlations highlighted by Green and Siaya (2005) whereby “having a campus-wide task force 
and an office exclusively for international education are most important to the community 
college infrastructure because they were strongly related to almost all other efforts toward 
internalization” (p. 18).  
 Harder (2011), on the other hand, reviewed the response of 318 public community 
colleges (N = 1, 376, 23%) from the ACE 2006 survey of colleges and universities regarding the 
policies and practices of their internationalization efforts. She looked at the levels of 
internationalization of the community colleges according to their urban, suburban and rural 
Carnegie classification on a four-point scale. The results are summarized in Table 2.3.  
 
Table 2.3. Internationalization Levels by Carnegie Classification 
Internationalization Levels by Carnegie 
Classification 
Low 
(%) 
Medium 
(%) 
Medium-
High (%) 
High 
(%) 
Urban Community Colleges 57 42 0 0 
Suburban Community Colleges 54 44 0 0 
Rural Community Colleges  81 18 0 0 
 
Note. The data on the internationalization levels by Carnegie Classification are adapted from Harder, N. J. (2011). 
Internationalization efforts in United States community colleges: A comparative analysis of urban, suburban, and 
rural Institutions, Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 35(1/2), pp. 157.  
 
Harder (2011) concluded that there was an overall low level of internationalization 
whether or not the community colleges were classified as urban, suburban and rural institutions, 
with the rural community colleges having the lowest levels. She also looked at the overall 
24 
 
community college internationalization efforts from four dimensions: “institutional support, 
academic requirement programs and extra-curricular activities, faculty policies and 
opportunities, and international students” (p. 155). Like Green and Siaya (2005), Harder’s study 
validated that “institutional support” was the vital element for internationalization in community 
colleges. She (2011) reported that “institutional support is responsible for the largest variance of 
internationalization, but also has the highest correlation with other dimensions regardless of 
classification” (p. 159). Harder’s definition of “institutional support” dimension mirrors the 
“articulated commitment” and “organizational infrastructure” dimensions of Green and Siaya 
(2005, p. 4, 9).  
One of the implications for practice cited by Harder (2011) means having an “engaged 
and committed institutional leadership” as “the key to internationalization if changes are to be 
substantive and permeate the campus culture” (p. 160); even more so in rural community 
colleges. Harder also recommended having at the on-site campus, “a physical space dedicated to 
coordinating global efforts, with staff available to answer questions and address suggestions” as 
an “important support to internationalization efforts” (p. 161). Therefore, both the research done 
by Green and Siaya (2005) and Harder (2011) reflected the importance of having the 
organizational and leadership support for community colleges to be comparatively successful in 
their internationalization efforts. Their research supports this study by indicating to community 
colleges leaders (e.g. board of trustee members, presidents, vice presidents of academic affairs, 
etc.) to a review of their position in embarking or spearheading internationalization efforts at 
their institutions.  
Hence, this section of the review showed the sketchy and sporadic attempts towards 
internationalization that have been made by community colleges across the nation. Community 
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colleges can no longer deny the impact of internationalization on their students. This is aptly 
indicated by Mellow and Heelan (2008) that   
 “If graduates of community colleges are not aware of global issues, and if we cannot 
 help them to become the citizens and entrepreneurs who understand the intended and 
 unintended consequence of out-sourcing and off-shoring, no college education will be 
 sufficient.” (p. 161) 
 
Internationalization Efforts: Universities vs. Community Colleges 
The adoption of internationalization efforts in higher education institutions is inconsistent 
with universities taking the lead. The only all-inclusive source of data on internationalization in 
all sectors of the nation’s higher education is provided by the American Council on Education, 
ACE (2012). ACE”s Center for Internationalization and Global Engagement has a model called 
“Comprehensive Internationalization” that is defined as “a strategic, coordinated process that 
seeks to align and integrate international policies, programs and initiatives, and position colleges 
and universities as more globally oriented and internationally connected” (p. 3).  This 
organization launched the “Mapping Internationalization on U.S. Campuses” project that 
surveyed colleges and universities about their internationalization efforts in 2001, 2006 and 2011 
(American Council on Education, 2012) based on six related dimensions as shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 2.1 Comprehensive Internationalization Dimensions* 
*From American Council on Education (2012, p. 4) 
 
 The overall findings by the American Council on Education (2012) 2011 survey indicated 
a marked increase in the participating institutions’ “perceptions about the level of 
internationalization activities on their campuses” (p. 6). However, the organization also noted 
that the “reality (was) complex, with advancements in some areas, a notable lack of progress in 
others, and substantial variation by institutional sector” (p. 6).  The later outcome of uneven 
adoption of internationalization efforts at the community colleges is consistent with the reports 
from Green and Siaya (2005), Harder (2010), Raby and Valeau (2007), and Treat and Hagedorn 
(2013). A summary of the results by four of the Comprehensive Internationalization dimensions 
is provided in Table 2.4. 
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Table 2.4. Comprehensive Internationalization by Institutional Sectors (in Percentage) 
 
Dimensions 
Doctoral Masters Baccalaureate Associate 
2001 2006 2011 2001 2006 2011 2001 2006 2011 2001 2006 2011 
Articulated 
Institutional 
Commitmenta 
54 55 59 42 37 57 38 35 45 23 20 25 
Curriculum, Co-
curriculum, and 
Learning Outcomesb 
73 77 82 61 66 72 65 66 71 20 21 27 
Student Mobilityc 52 66 78 41 51 59 41 43 45 12 16 15 
Collaboration and 
Partnershipsd 
- - 74 - - 52 - - 40 - - 26 
 
Note. The data on internationalization by institutional sectors are compiled from American Council on Education. 
(2012). Mapping internationalization on U.S. campuses. pp. 8 -21.  
 
aFigure 2. Percentage of Institutions that Conducted Formal Assessment of Internationalization Efforts. 
bFigure 4. Percentage of Institutions with Foreign Language Graduation Requirement. 
cFigure 7. Percentage of Institutions Funding Staff Travel for Undergraduate International Student Recruitment. 
dFigure 8. Percentage of Institutions with Campus-wide Policies or Guidelines for Partnerships. 
 
 Overall, the adoption of four of the Comprehensive Internationalization dimensions is the 
lowest for the two year community colleges and highest for the doctoral institutions. Moreover, 
there were modest increases in all institution types for all the three time-periods. Besides the 
doctoral institutions, there was a dip in the percentage of other institutions (including the 
associates) that conducted formal assessment of internationalization efforts in 2006. With respect 
to the “Administrative Structure and Staffing” dimension, the Presidents/CEO and faculty of the 
associate institutions were the most vital catalyst in spurring internationalization at their 
institutions relative to Senior International Officers and Team of Senior Leaders for the doctoral 
institutions; Chief Academic Officer, Masters institutions (American Council on Education, 
2012).   
Similar to the findings of Green and Siaya (2005) and Harder (2010), the American 
Council on Education (2012) also pointed out that an “appropriate administrative structures and 
staffing form the framework for successful implementation,” including “designating offices and 
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staff to focus specifically on the coordination and consistent implementation of 
internationalization programs and initiatives throughout campus” (p. 10). Consequently, the 
report indicated that while doctoral, baccalaureate, and special focus institutions most frequently 
have multiple offices sharing responsibilities for the different dimensions of internationalization 
(e.g. study aboard activities, international faculty and students), the associates and master’s 
institutions are most likely to have only one office coordinating all internationalization efforts 
(American Council on Education, 2012).  
As for the “Faculty Policies and Practices” dimension, at doctoral, master’s and 
baccalaureate institutions, the percentage that have recognition awards specifically for faculty 
international activity increased in both the 2001 to 2006, and 2006 to 2011 timeline. However, 
for the associate institutions, there was an initial increase between 2001 and 2006 of 6 percent, 
and a substantial decrease of 10 percent in 2011 (American Council on Education, 2012). Only 1 
percent of associate institutions have guidelines specifying international work or experience as a 
consideration in faculty promotion and tenure decisions, compared to 25 percent of doctoral 
institutions; 12 percent, master’s and 11 percent baccalaureate institutions (American Council on 
Education, 2012). 
In summary, the internationalization efforts at the community colleges are lagging far 
behind the four-year institutions. The report concluded that since about two out of five U.S. 
undergraduate attend associate institutions, “developing and sharing successful 
internationalization models and strategies for these institutions should be a priority for the U.S. 
higher education community going forward” (American Council on Education, 2012, p. 24). 
Community colleges” open access missions that welcome both traditional post-high school 
graduates and non-traditional adult learners to their campuses put them in a unique position. 
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Adding internationalization efforts to this mix will require careful considerations as highlighted 
by the report:  
“In addressing this challenge, it will be important to move beyond models that have 
 worked for more traditional student populations. Finding ways to bring global learning 
 to non-traditional students should be seen as an essential aspect of providing quality 
 education to all students, and as an important element in America’s higher education 
 attainment agenda.” (American Council on Education, 2012, p. 24). 
Unfortunately, there is no data nor research on inter-institutional cooperation to jointly 
promote internationalization efforts between the universities and community colleges. Two-year 
colleges could partner with their neighboring local universities to learn, embark and/or spearhead 
internationalization on their own campuses. This constellation of vertically-integrated 
partnerships between community colleges and universities could provide the added impetus to 
share the benefits of internationalization. For example, Brennan and Dellow (2013) noted that 
community colleges can entice international students to their campuses by promoting their 
institutions “as gateways to highly regarded 4-year institutions” and exploiting the “plus two of 
the 2 + 2 equation” (p. 35) that will benefit both types of higher education institution with respect 
to outreach, tuition revenue and cultural exchanges from international students on their 
respective campuses. Hence, this section of the review highlighted that community colleges are 
lagging behind not only in numbers, but also in the depth of internationalization efforts on their 
campuses.  
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Internationalization in Community Colleges Workforce Programs 
This section of the literature review looks at the need for workforce development 
programs at community colleges to be on board the internationalization efforts too. Given that 
these 2-year colleges are uniquely positioned as conduits at various levels from students 
transferring to higher education to meeting vocational, adult, continuing and community 
education needs (Ratcliff, 1994), they are truly unique and extremely valuable in ensuring that 
local and regional communities prosper economically and socially. As such, internationalization 
efforts would not only benefit transfer students, but are critical as well to students enrolled in 
workforce programs.  
The premonition voiced by Thomas Friedman (Lumina Foundation, 2009) that “there is 
no such thing as an American job …there’s just a Job!” reflects the reality of how interconnected 
the global society is becoming such that employment opportunities are no longer limited by 
nations” boundaries. The fast-paced evolution of technological advances and applications, 
especially in information-communication industries, have enabled individuals worldwide to be 
increasing interconnected via trade, travel and technology (Dellow, 2007; Lumina Foundation, 
2009; Romano & Dellow, 2009). In addition, the report by Carnevale, Smith and Strohl (2010) 
put in context the alarming gap between demand and supply for the future workforce that is 
highly dependent on today’s students and graduates in the nation’s postsecondary institutions:  
“The Georgetown University Center on Education and the Workforce shows that by 
2018, we will need 22 million new college degrees – but will fall short of that number by 
at least 3 million post-secondary degrees, Associate’s or better. In addition, we will need 
at least 4.7 million new workers with postsecondary certificates…Meeting the demand is 
not a challenge we can afford to ignore.” (p.1). 
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 As a result, the onus falls once again on community colleges with its unique open access 
mission to prepare students for this impending labor shortage in the workforce. However, one 
key downside of any internationalization efforts could be a mission creep for the community 
colleges. Boggs and Irwin (2007) contended that “community colleges have a responsibility to 
acknowledge global understanding and communication as integral to their mission” such that its 
administrative leadership team, including “governing boards and chief executives, as well as 
their administrators…must not only embrace global education but also challenge their 
communities to understand its importance” (p. 26).  
In addition, given its evolution from “junior” colleges to “community” colleges, these 
institutions are in the position to respond nimbly to its evolving community needs (that is being 
affected by global economic changes) by spreading their operational arms to horizontally aligned 
integrative functions to serve “workforce development” (Dougherty & Townsend, 2006, p. 5). 
Otherwise, Harder (2011) made a compelling case of “employability penalty” (p. 153) for 
community colleges students who do not engage in international education, experiences or 
activities, when they enter the “global labor pool” (p. 159) upon graduation. She succinctly 
highlighted the perceivable plight of non-traditional community college students:  
 “For many community college students, including a disproportionate share of low 
 income, minority, and academically unprepared students, the institution might be  their 
 only opportunity to acquire skills to be competitive for a job in which an employer values 
 international exposure.” (Harder, 2011, p. 154)  
 Milliron (2007) provided a vivid introduction about the way higher education 
administrators are missing the 600-pound gorilla in the room aka “sense of scope of this global 
transformation” (p. 32) that he echoes from Thomas Friedman’s book, “The World is 
32 
 
Flat”. Milliron (2007) disagreed about companies outsourcing jobs; rather he espoused the 
workings of “the internal and external world sourcing of jobs – leveraging diverse global assets 
in an elegant array of physical, fiscal, and human capital infrastructure” (p. 33).   Consequently, 
he proposed “critical thinking, creativity and courage” as crucial skills to “outfit our (community 
college) students for a better life in a globally connected world” (p. 34). Milliron (2007) 
explained that critical thinking skills help in “analysis-driven” over “data-driven decision 
making,”; a push for creativity skills will enable “new and novel solutions and strategies” (p.35) 
to address existing concerns, and emphasize courage to face unknown adversaries in this 
uncertain information age.   
While Milliron (2007) acknowledged that he did not know how courage can be taught, he 
was confident that community college students were courageous as seen by their persistence in 
education amidst challenges in their personal lives.  He strongly felt that the educational 
institutions were “using an industrial factory model based on an agrarian calendar, to meet the 
needs of an information age” (p. 37) that formed the main challenge of globalization. However, 
globalization demanded a fundamental change in higher education to “impart internationally 
relevant and transcendent skills – particularly in workforce development” (Milliron, 2007, p. 37).  
Milliron’s concern highlighted the dire need to infuse internationalization efforts in 
community colleges so as to prepare their students for the global economy. Thus, his paper 
reflected the urgency of globalization for community colleges. This disconnect between 
preparing community college students for the global economy and engaging in college-wide 
internationalization efforts can be frustrating to those sensitive to the impact of globalization on 
local shores as evident from Milliron and other authors (Green & Siaya, 2005; Harder, 2010; 
Raby & Valeau, 2007; Treat & Hagedorn, 2013).  
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A 2009 employer survey conducted on behalf of the Association of American Colleges 
and Universities (Hart Research Associates, 2010) reflected that employers were looking at 
higher education institutions to prepare their students to have both intellectual and practical 
skills. The survey supported the concern raised by Treat & Hagedorn (2013) about the obligation 
of community colleges “to train the community citizenry to meet the needs of local employers, 
thus creating local workforce development for economic prosperity” (p. 5). Besides looking for 
integrative learning (e.g. internships and hands-on experiences), and personal and social 
responsibility, a large number of the employers surveyed also looked for two-year and four-year 
college graduates to be knowledgeable about human cultures and the global world. The desired 
skills sought by employers include the following (Hart Research Associates, 2010): 
 Understand global context of situations and decisions [67%] 
 Comprehend global issues, developments and their implications for the future [65%] 
 Recognize the role of U.S. in the world [57%] 
 Be aware of cultural diversity in U.S. and in the world [57%] 
Another study by Olney (2008), surveyed businesses in the greater Tampa Bay area of 
Florida to determine what international skills were essential to enter or progress in the labour 
market for sub-baccalaureate technical/occupational employees and to solicit recommendations 
for enhancing international skills education in community college workforce programs. The 
international skills considered vital by 145 businesses (N = 1,920; 7.6%) reflected in the options 
of “somewhat important”, “important” and “critically important” were (Olney, 2008): 
 Mandatory foreign language training [40%]. 
 Improved academic outreach to businesses seeking greater international competence 
[35%]. 
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 More emphasis on earning about other world areas/countries and cultures [31%]. 
 Stronger international emphasis in technical/occupational program curricula [25%]. 
Olney (2008) concluded that “businesses believe that community colleges should change 
with respect to their international skills objectives…businesses want community colleges to 
improve academic outreach to businesses, particularly small businesses, seeking greater 
international competence, mandate foreign language training in technical/occupational programs 
and place more emphasis on learning about other world areas/countries and cultures” (p. 80). So, 
how can internationalization efforts be infused in community colleges’ workforce programs?  
Given his own personal experience as a former community college president and 
academic vice president, Dellow (2007) provided key areas that community colleges of today 
must consider in infusing internationalization efforts into their workforce development programs. 
These include: “develop global awareness” through dialogue and travel opportunities, “survey 
local business, industry and service organizations” to understand “international and cross-
cultural skills” that need to be infused in the programs, “internationalize the curriculum” in both 
teaching and learning pedagogy, and “seek institutional support” to ensure that every constituent 
of the community college is on-board the internationalization effort (Dellow, 2007, p. 42-44). 
The findings of Olney’s (2008) local research is consistent with Dellow’s (2007) 
recommendations. Community colleges can take advantage of these important guidelines to train 
their students to learn high-end skills such as “the ability to work in teams, communicate with an 
increasingly diverse labour force, and think critically to solve problems” (Romano & Dellow, 
2009, p. 14) as well as be prepared for both the local and global economies.  
Consequently, to meet the needs of economic transformations made by changing trade, 
technological and global terrains, community colleges must “promote internationalization in 
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every aspect of their campuses – credit courses, exchange programs and non-credit services” 
(Mellow & Heelan, 2008, p. 162). Hence, internationalizing workforce development programs 
will help to ensure that each and every community college graduate is in tune with world affairs 
and demonstrates global competencies.  
 
Conceptual Theory 
A recurrent theme throughout the literature review has been the need for both 
institutional and leadership support. This section, thus, provides a quick review of the 
administrative reorganization journey that occurred at the universities who are at the forefront of 
internationalization efforts and successes, as indicated earlier in this chapter.  
At universities, the decision to have a central office overseeing internationalization 
efforts came before determining a specific leadership position for this office. Biddle (2002) 
conducted a study of internationalization in research universities to understand the 
restructuring/reviewing process as part of the internationalization effort in the early 1990s. She 
visited universities and conducted face-to- face and telephone interviews with various 
administrative and academic personnel at five institutions that were taking the lead in the 
internationalization effort: Columbia University, Duke University, the University of Iowa, the 
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor, and the University of Washington. Biddle (2002) pointed 
out two factors that supported administrative restructuring in support of internationalization 
efforts:   
1. “The decision to restructure often follows from the perception that while a university’s 
international resources are considerable, they are widely dispersed across schools and 
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colleges” such that “absent a unifying structure, the presence of first-rate faculty and 
programs has failed to give the university the international reputation it deserves,”  
2. A “…desire to bring a diverse group of quasi-independent centers and programs into a 
more rational administrative structure” that will enable “greater control over these units 
and, in the process save money by eliminating overlapping functions and administrative 
costs.” (Biddle, 2002, p. 14).  
In addition, Biddle (2002) maintained that a central office for internationalization efforts 
at the universities helped facilitate communication between the “vertical organization of 
universities” and “horizontal coordination and collaboration” between schools, colleges and 
departments (p. 15). The need to establish a central office to oversee all internationalization 
efforts at a higher education institution has been echoed in the internationalization literature 
(Dellow, 2007; Dessoff, 2010; Green & Siaya, 2005; Harder, 2011; Raby & Valeau, 2007; West, 
2014).  
Overseeing this office also generated leadership positions that were refined over time and 
led to the role of a “Senior International Officer” (or SIO for short). However, titles for this SIO 
role vary from one universities to another: “Directors”, “Deans”, “Assistant or Associate Vice-
Presidents” or “provosts” (Dessoff, 2010; Kratochvil & Stephenson, 2015). The titles serve as an 
umbrella term for any internationalization activity at the universities as reflected in the literature. 
For example:  
 SIOs – “individuals who lead global initiatives at the campus-wide level and ensure that 
the institutions meet their strategic mission related to internationalization” (Kratochvil & 
Stephenson, 2015) 
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 SIOs – “Although the exact mission of the position looks different at each institution, 
many SIOs are tasked with coordinating international activities across the entire 
institution through global affairs offices. Their portfolio can include study abroad, 
international student services, international research and teaching, faculty exchange, 
global studies, and much more” (West, 2014, p. 27)  
 Chief International Officer, CIO – someone who “understands the complexities of 
advancing the international agenda and recognizes the value of capacity building for the 
purpose of leading change” (Brennan & Dellow, 2013, p. 30) 
 SIOs – “an individual at a high level of institutional leadership who heads an office 
dedicated to internationalizing the broad scope of the institution’s programs and 
activities.” (Dessoff, 2010, p. 45)  
 SIOs – “At the most internationalized institutions, the senior international officer (SIO) is 
charged with the task of maintaining and strengthening the comprehensive 
internationalization of the campus teaching, discovery, and engagement missions” 
(Brustein, 2009, p. 259)  
 Two pillars of a global university espoused by Brustein (2009; 2007) include the 
importance of having permanent SIOs on campus to oversee internationalization efforts. In their 
absence, the attempts made towards the internationalization journey would not be 
comprehensive, consistent, nor penetrable at all levels within the community college institution. 
Also, the success of SIOs was highly dependent on the following: 
1. direct reporting to administrative leadership “who are chiefly responsible for the 
university’s teaching, discovery, and engagement missions (i.e. the Provost, and 
President or Chancellor)” (Brustein, 2009, p. 259);  
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2. sitting on the Deans Council to reach out to all departments and schools within the 
institution in order to reiterate the internationalization message as well as seek “critical 
collaboration” or “cross-fertilized” teamwork to meet both the internationalization effort 
and that of the respective academic goals (Brustein, 2009, p. 260); 
3. overseeing both internal and external international advisory boards to get the buy-in from 
the Council of Deans within the institution, and to network with employers outside of the 
institution about meeting their hiring/workforce needs with respect to international skill 
sets respectively. 
 While Brennan and Dellow (2013) also echoed the slow progress made by community 
colleges in embracing a consistent effort towards internalization, the authors went a step further 
to put the onus on community college leaders like the board of trustees and college presidents to 
take ownership and “implement strategic plans and promote greater global awareness at the 
local, campus level” (p. 29). Brennan and Dellow (2013) also recommended investing in a “full-
time chief international officer” (p. 30) to spearhead the college internationalization efforts.  
 Thus, the initial journey undertaken by the universities to infuse internationalization 
efforts at their institutions included an administrative reorganization to create a new designated 
office and leadership position. Community colleges that have undertaken the early step towards 
internationalization are currently undergoing a similar journey of administrative reorganization. 
They, too have created offices (or centers) with leaders who perform the role of “Senior 
International Officers” and have different titles overseeing internalization efforts at their 
institutions. A sample of community colleges that have actively pursued internationalization 
efforts at their institutions is compiled in Table 2.5.   
 
39 
 
Table 2.5. Community College International Offices and Leadership Titles 
State Community College International Offices Leadership Titles 
AL Gadsden State Community 
College 
International Programs Office International Program Specialist 
AZ Central Arizona College, CAC CAC International Exchange 
Connection 
Program Director 
AK Northwest Arkansas Community 
College 
Global Communities Center Director, Global and International 
Programs 
CA State Center Community College 
District 
International Education Coordinator of International 
Education 
FL Broward Community College Greene International 
Education Institute 
Associate Vice-President for 
International Education 
HI University of Hawaii 
Community Colleges 
Office of International and 
Exchange Programs (OIEP) 
Assistant Vice Chancellor 
 
IL Parkland College (Champaign) International Center Vice President, Institutional 
Advancement 
NY Bronx Community College Office of International 
Education and Study Abroad 
Programs (IESAP) 
Program Director 
TX Lone Star College Office of International 
Programs 
Director 
WI Waukesha County Technical 
College 
Office of Global Education International Education 
Coordinator 
 
Note. The data on international office and leadership titles are taken from websites of the ten community colleges. 
 
 Against this backdrop, this study is conducted to explore and understand the role of 
existing “SIOs” and the international offices they lead in community colleges. In addition, the 
research looks at Bolman and Deal (2008), Bennis (2009) and Kouzes and Posner (2012) for the 
organizational and leadership theories respectively to provide the conceptual framework for this 
study.  
Bolman and Deal’s (2008) “human resource frame” indicates understanding the 
demographic characteristics of the SIO as well as the roles and responsibilities assigned to the 
individual undertaking this position (p. 122). These attributes are crucial for a “good fit” 
between the internationalization aspirations of the community college, and the capabilities and 
experiences of the individual overseeing the endeavor. Thus, the SIO needs to have an 
understanding that “leadership is a relationship” (Bennis, 2009; Kouzes & Posner, 2012). Both 
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the sub-unit leader of the internationalization office and the constituents (e.g. administrators, 
faculty, staff and students) need to have the essential understanding of teamwork in order to 
progress, given the pandemonium of real-time information coming from different directions. 
This requires managing both vertical and horizontal communication channels in a structured 
community college organization that may lead to different interpretations or motivations. 
Therefore, the elements of the human resource frame is captured by Research Questions 1 and 3 
(see Appendix B). 
For the “symbolic frame,” Bolman and Deal (2008) appropriately indicate that “subtle 
distinctions among intangible myths, visions and values are difficult to draw” (p. 256). One 
builds on the other to help understand the role and purpose of an institution and its subunits. This 
capacity indirectly guides the constituents (i.e. students, faculty, administration, and 
communities) to succeed in their respective deliverables that makes the organization successful. 
Thus, one of the applicable assumptions of symbolic frame to this study is “facing uncertainty 
and ambiguity, people create symbols to resolve confusion, find direction, and anchor hope and 
faith” (p. 253). In this light, SIOs can only be effective if their personal “symbol” of community 
college internationalization is consistent with that conceived by the institution. Consequently, 
Research Question 2 captures the personal definition of the SIO according to the symbolic frame 
(see Appendix B).   
The “political frame” of Bolman and Deal (2008) highlights the role of a SIO as an 
extremely important one since the individual is heavily engaged with the administrative leaders 
of the community college as well as with external stakeholders providing funding and support. 
The SIO must also communicate, coordinate and reach out to other internal constituents within 
the institution. These include local students, international students, faculty and his/her own staff. 
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Such expertise requires a unique set of qualities and demographic characteristics to be effective 
in carrying out the assigned roles and responsibilities. The SIO needs to understand the 
importance of “knowing his (or her) community” (Bennis, 2009, p. 74), in order to “bring out the 
best in their constituents” (Kouzes and Posner, 2012, p. 277) as a leader. Hence, understanding 
the intrinsic values or qualities needed by SIO to get buy-in and establish cooperation with many 
different constituents is captured by Research Question 4 to support the political framework (see 
Appendix B).  
The “structural frame” by Bolman and Deal (2008) supports the establishment of a new 
center (or office) with a designated leader-in-charge (aka the SIO”s position) within the 
community college’s organizational chart. The current duties of internationalization efforts at 
most community colleges are dispersed throughout the institutions with the Admissions Office 
taking care of international students and other department or several departments looking into 
study abroad programs. In addition, based on the interest and capacity of faculty, 
internationalization of curriculum is random. Thus, setting up an international office and having 
a designated SIO allows community colleges to centralize, integrate and coordinate 
internationalization goals, objectives, budget and resources, control and oversight for an efficient 
structural performance. Both the office and the position also enable a vertical reporting and 
horizontal communication channels between the different (academic vs. supporting) departments 
on campus. Thus, the institutional support given to and challenges faced by community college 
SIOs are captured in Research Questions 5 and 6 to address this structural framework (see 
Appendix B). 
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Chapter Summary 
 A brief overview of the limited existing literature on internationalization efforts in higher 
education institutions include a review of the sporadic and uneven adoption of 
internationalization efforts at community colleges. The lack of research about the need for 
community colleges to address administrative reorganization involves creating a new office (or 
center) and a leadership position that can coordinate and lead internationalization efforts at all 
vertical and horizontal levels of the institution. Organizational and leadership theories provide 
the conceptual framework to understand the role of “Senior International Officers” (SIO) in 
spearheading internationalization efforts at community colleges. In sum, these theories support 
the need for the proposed study using an online non-experimental survey.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODS 
 
Introduction 
The research design and methods used in this study are described in this chapter. The 
purpose of this research was to understand the role carried out by persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts at community colleges. The comprehension of this leadership role 
encompassed identifying and understanding profile and qualities of the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts as well as the duties and responsibilities of these individuals. 
The extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts received 
institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they worked on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions were also explored. This research 
study was designed to find answers to the following questions:  
1. What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts in their community colleges?  (e.g. titles, full-time/part-time, faculty, 
administration, staff) 
2. What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts at their community colleges?  
3. What personal and/or professional qualities are deemed important in the persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts at community colleges?  
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4. How much support do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts report 
receiving from their senior administrators? 
5. What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts face in 
internationalizing their community colleges?  
6. How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges 
define “campus internationalization”?  
Subsequently, the content of this chapter will explain the research design, the population 
and sampling procedures, the survey instrument, data collection processes, data analysis, and will 
highlight the treatment of missing data before concluding with a chapter summary. 
 
Research Design 
This was a descriptive survey research that incorporated both open-ended and close-
ended questions to capture the current roles of the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts at community colleges. According to Sapsford (2007), the key 
principle of survey research design was to be able to collect “quantified data from a population 
for purposes of description …or predictive patterns of influence” that “introduces the notions of 
representative sampling” (p. 2).  This design was deemed most appropriate to inquire exploratory 
questions and to collect data to describe the specific roles of the leaders of campus 
internationalization efforts at community colleges. 
More specifically, this design helped to capture the characteristics, profiles, roles and 
responsibilities as well as the personal and professional qualities of the participants, and the 
administrative leadership support received and challenges faced by them via the close-ended 
questions. In addition, the open-ended questions captured the perceptions of the participants 
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about internationalization efforts in their higher education institutions. Responses received from 
both types of questions formed the foundational information to stimulate further discussion and 
awareness of this topic in community colleges. A summary table that correlated the survey 
questions numbers (see Appendix C) to the research questions and the research methods used is 
provided in Table 3.1 
 
Table 3.1 Correlation of Survey Questions with Research Questions and Research Methods 
Research Questions Quantitative Research Method 
Close-ended Questions 
Qualitative Research Method 
Open-ended Questions 
1. What are the demographic 
characteristics of the persons-in-
charge of internationalization 
efforts in their community 
colleges?  (e.g. titles, full-
time/part-time, faculty, 
administration, staff) 
 
Survey Questions:  
 
#1 – Short Answer 
#2 to #6 and #8 to #12 – 
Multiple Choice,  
#7 – Likert Scale 
- 
2. What are the roles and 
responsibilities of the persons-in-
charge of internationalization 
efforts at their community 
colleges?  
 
Survey Questions:  
 
#13 – Multiple Select 
#14 & #15 – Multiple Choice 
 
- 
3. What personal and/or 
professional qualities are deemed 
important in the persons-in-
charge of internationalization 
efforts at community colleges?  
 
Survey Questions:  
 
#16 to #20 – Likert Scale 
 
- 
4. How much support do the 
persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts report 
receiving from their senior 
administrators? 
 
Survey Question:  
 
#21 – Likert Scale 
- 
5. What challenges do the persons-
in-charge of internationalization 
efforts face in internationalizing 
their community colleges? 
 
Survey Question:  
 
#22– Likert Scale 
 
6. How do the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts at the 
community college define 
“campus internationalization”?  
 
- Survey Questions:  
 
#23 to #27 – Open-ended 
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An anonymous online survey that included closed-ended and open-ended questions was 
employed. This convenient and non-intrusive questionnaire tool was believed to be suitable for 
participants to respond anonymously (Creswell, 2014; Dillman; 2007; Johnson & Christensen, 
2012). Since the goal was an attempt to describe the profile of persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts and understand their viewpoints, the survey was descriptive and 
explorative (Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  
 
Research Paradigm 
The theoretical approach for this research was post-positivism (Phillips & Burbules, 
2000; Creswell, 2014) described as the attempt to understand the role of persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts in community colleges. Creswell (2014) highlighted two key 
assumptions of post-positivists applicable to this study:  
1. Data, evidence, and rational considerations shaped knowledge. In practice, the researcher 
collects information on instruments based on measures completed by the participants or 
by observations recorded by the researcher. 
2. Research seeked to develop relevant, true statements, ones that can serve to explain the 
situation of concern or that described the causal relationships of interest.  
Thus, the information collected (data) via an online survey (instrument) from the existing 
community colleges persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts (participants) 
helped to explain how these individuals promote internationalization efforts at their institutions 
(relationship).  Moreover, Phillips and Burbules (2000) explained that information can be fallible 
and thus, knowledge gained was a “conjectural” accomplishment for the moment when justified 
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by the best valid warrants available at the present time. This was true as the roles of persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts evolved over time.  
 
Population and Sampling Procedures 
A purposive sampling strategy was employed. While the participation was voluntary and 
anonymous, the participants, however, were pre-selected from two national organizations since 
the focus of this study was about the individuals leading the campus internationalization efforts 
at community colleges only. According to Johnson and Christensen (2012), purposive sampling 
enabled a researcher to specify “the characteristics of a population of interest and then tries to 
locate individuals who have those characteristics” (p. 231) to participate in the research study.  
The adoption of internationalization efforts by community colleges has been uneven both 
in numbers and depth as noted in the literature review in Chapter 2. As a result, reaching out 
specifically to individuals currently in the position or role as the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts supported adopting the purposive sampling strategy. These 
individuals were approached through two organizations: Community College for International 
Development (CCID) and California Colleges for International Education (CCIE).  
The Community College for International Development (2016) reported a total of 140 
members nationwide likely to have a designated leadership position overseeing the role of 
campus internationalization efforts. The California Colleges for International Education (2016), a 
non-profit, educational consortium of community colleges in California, had a total of 84 
community colleges which likely have designated individuals serving the role of persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts. Both these organizations had been approached and 
agreed to assist in recruiting participants for this study. The letters of support from both 
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organizations were provided in Appendices L and M. The researcher sent an email that included 
a short description of the study and the link to the online survey. This email was, then, forwarded 
to the members of both organizations by the contact person of CCID and CCIE respectively. The 
expected response rate was between 20 percent (n = 45) to 30 percent (n = 67) from this 
accessible population (N = 224). In the event that the expected response rate was not achieved, a 
follow-up phone interviews will be conducted with 10 percent of the final number of respondents 
from both organizations.  
 
Instrumentation 
The questionnaire “Leadership in Higher Education: Role of Persons-in-Charge of 
Internationalization Efforts in Community Colleges” (See Appendix B) was the primary online 
survey instrument that was used in this study. The survey questions for this instrument were 
compiled, modified and adapted to meet the research questions (see Appendix C) with 
appropriate permissions from three existing survey instrument sources (See Appendix D, E and 
F): 
 Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) survey: “2014 Survey of 
the Senior International Officers Profession” 
 Coryell, J. E., Durodoye, B. A., Wright, R. R., Pate, P. E. & Nguyen, S. (2012). Case 
studies of internationalization in adult and higher education: Inside the processes of four 
universities in the United States and the United Kingdom. Journal of Studies in 
International Education 
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 Sullivan, J. (2011). Global Leadership in higher education administration: Perspectives 
on internationalization by University Presidents, Vice-Presidents and Deans. Graduate 
Theses and Dissertations, University of South Florida; FL.  
Each of the above surveys focused on different leadership roles in higher education 
administration at the university level with respect to comprehensive internationalization. This 
research study hoped to add further to the literature by focusing specifically on the persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts in the community colleges. 
The survey was divided into six sections. With short answer, multiple choice and Likert-
type scale questions, Section I captured demographic and profile information from the 
participants. Section II used a combination of multiple-select and multiple choice questions to 
capture the roles and responsibilities of the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts in community colleges. It looked specifically at the “primary” leadership role and 
“secondary” supporting role.  
Section III asked about qualities deemed important in an effective person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts in community colleges. The five questions, looking at general 
qualities, knowledge, experience, skills and personal qualities and characteristics, used the 
Likert-type scale questions, and the ratings of the Likert scale question range from “Extremely 
Important” to “Not at all important”. Answers to this question was ranked using a 5.0 scale with 
“Extremely Important” as 5 to “Not at all important” as 1.  
Sections IV looks at the senior administrative support received by participants. The 
survey used Likert Scale ratings from “Extremely Supportive” to “Not at all Supportive”. 
Answers to this question was ranked using a 5.0 scale with “Extremely Supportive” as 5 to “Not 
at all supportive” as 1.  
50 
 
Section V captured the challenges faced by the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts in community colleges by using Likert scale ratings from “Extremely 
Challenging” to “Not challenging at all”. Answers to the Likert scale ratings question was 
ranked using a 5.0 scale with “Extremely Challenging” as 5 to “Not challenging at all” as 1. 
Section IV was developed (based on the literature review) to capture the evolving definition of 
internationalization by the practitioners of the internationalization efforts at the community 
colleges. The survey used open-ended questions for this section. 
 There were a total of 27 questions (5 open and 22 closed-ended questions) separated into 
six sections to correspond to the six research questions for easy identification and correlation 
during the analysis period.                                             
 
Pilot Testing of the Survey Instrument  
Given that the survey instrument was developed by compiling, modifying and adapting 
questions from three different surveys, the final survey required a pilot testing before the actual 
administration. The pilot study survey was sent to six professionals currently overseeing 
internationalization efforts at their institutions as well as to eleven students of the graduate 
program Capstone class of spring 2016. The pilot study respondents’ feedback was used to 
improve the survey instrument.  
An e-mail was sent to these participants requesting their participation with a link to the 
online survey form (see Appendix H). Participants were directed to read the content of “informed 
consent” before clicking the “Next” button to continue if they agreed to participate (or exit out of 
the survey page if they disagreed with the stipulations of the “informed consent”). Another 
reminder email was sent to all participants after five business days (see Appendix I).  
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The pilot study instrument contained the drafted survey questions and an additional 
section at the end of the actual survey using the Google Form platform. This section was called 
“Pilot Study – Survey Questions” with five extra questions inquiring about the survey instrument 
(see Appendix J).  Of the six professionals in the field, five completed (n = 6; 83% participation 
rate) the Pilot Survey form, while one completed the actual survey and was not included in the 
pilot survey result. Of the five respondents, three were male and two were female. Of the eleven 
course mates, only four completed (n = 11; 36% participation rate) the Pilot Survey form with 
three females and one male.  
There were several modifications made to the survey instrument (see Appendix K).  The 
first was to redo the survey in Qualtrics – an online survey tool provided by the University of 
South Florida (USF) – from Google Forms. The main reason for this change was that Google 
Forms was not compatible with the Internet Explorer browser such that the questions were out of 
alignment in this browser’s user interface. Three open-ended questions that were indicated as 
redundant by the pilot survey respondents were removed from the survey: Questions 14, 26 and 
29. The remaining five open-ended questions were rephrased for clarity: Questions 12, 13, 15, 
16, and 29. Two respondents recommended defining the meaning of “primary” and “secondary” 
options for Question 17. One closed-ended question identifying the five different regions of the 
nation was also removed as identifying the actual state was deemed more appropriate for the data 
analysis. Section II was moved to the end of the survey to keep all the open-ended questions 
together at end for ease of use. All questions were checked word-by-word to correct spelling 
errors as indicated by some of the participants. 
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Consequently, the pilot survey had a total of 30 questions, while the final survey 
contained 27 questions and was scrubbed for spelling errors, redundancy, and clarity.  
 
Variables of Interest  
  The variables of interest in this study were:  
1. Number of employees reporting to the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts 
2. General quality of persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
3. Specific qualities of persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts with respect 
to  
a. Knowledge 
b. Experience 
c. Skills 
d. Personal Qualities & Characteristics 
4. Institutional leadership support received by these individuals 
5. Challenges faced by these individuals 
Participants” response to “Number of employees reporting to the persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts” was measured by participants” average score on 5 items 
delineating the different types of employees that could potentially report to the participants. The 
item(s) response consisted of a Likert scale from 0 to 5 or more employees as shown in Table 
3.2. The frequencies, average score, median, and standard deviation for each item were 
calculated.   
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Table 3.2 Survey Question 7: How many employees report to you? 
 
 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
Full-time Faculty      
Full-time Staff      
Part-time Faculty      
Part-time Staff      
Student Assistants      
 
Participants” response to “Qualities for the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts” was measured by participants” average score on 4 items outlining 
general personal and professional qualities of the individuals overseeing this leadership role. The 
item(s) response consisted of a Likert scale from (5) extremely important to (1) not at all 
important as shown in Table 3.3. The frequencies, average score, median, and standard deviation 
for each item were calculated.   
 
Table 3.3 Survey Question 16: How important are the following qualities for the person-in-
charge of internationalization efforts position? 
 
 Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Knowledge     
Experience     
Skills     
Personal Qualities & Characteristics     
 
Participants” response to “Knowledge areas for persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts position” was measured by participants” average score on 9 items 
outlining knowledge areas unique to this leadership role. The item(s) response consisted of a 
Likert scale from (5) extremely important to (1) not at all important as shown in Table 3.4. The 
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frequencies, average score, median, and standard deviation for each item were calculated.   
 
Table 3.4 Survey Question 17: How important are the following knowledge areas for the 
person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position? 
 
 Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
International Issues in Higher Education     
Current World Affairs     
Cross-cultural Theories & Methods     
Academic Discipline     
Business Principles & Practices     
Higher Education Theories & Methods     
Country-specific Knowledge     
Comparative Education     
Legal Knowledge     
 
Participants” response to “Experiences for the person-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts position” was measured by participants” average score on 8 items outlining capabilities 
unique to this leadership role. The item(s) response consisted of a Likert scale from (5) 
extremely important to (1) not at all important as shown in Table 3.5. The frequencies, average 
score, median and standard deviation for each item were calculated.   
 
Table 3.5 Survey Question 18:  How important are the following experiences for the person-in-
charge of internationalization efforts position? 
 
 Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Overseas Travel     
Overseas Living     
Managing an Organization     
Managing Budget/Finance     
Protocol     
Academic Teaching     
Academic Research     
Academic Administration     
 
Participants” response to “Skills for the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts 
position” was measured by participants” average score on 12 items outlining abilities unique to 
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this leadership role. The item(s) response consisted of a Likert scale from (5) extremely 
important to (1) not at all important as shown in Table 3.6. The frequencies, average score, 
median and standard deviation for each item were calculated.   
 
Table 3.6 Survey Question 19:  How important are the following skills for the person-in-charge 
of internationalization efforts position? 
 
 Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Advocacy     
Public Relations     
Marketing     
Oral Communication     
Written Communication     
Negotiation     
Interpersonal Skills     
Networking     
Second Language     
Technology     
Intercultural Competence     
Planning & Visioning     
 
Participants” response to “Individual personal qualities and characteristics for the 
person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts position” was measured by participants” 
average score on 10 items outlining personal attributes unique to this leadership role. The item(s) 
response consisted of a Likert scale from (5) extremely important to (1) not at all important as 
shown in Table 3.7. The frequencies, average score, median and standard deviation for each item 
were calculated.   
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Table 3.7 Survey Question 20:  How important are the following individual personal qualities 
and characteristics for the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position? 
 
 Extremely 
important 
Very 
important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Creativity     
Entrepreneurship     
Vision     
Energy or Passion     
Focus     
Self-confidence     
Flexibility     
Pragmatism     
Sense of Humor     
Sociability     
 
Participants” response to “Institutional leadership support received by person-in-charge 
of campus internationalization efforts” was measured by participants” average score on 20 items 
outlining supporting areas by senior administration for this leadership role/position. The item(s) 
response consisted of a Likert scale from (5) extremely supportive to (1) not at all supportive as 
shown in Table 3.8. The frequencies, average score, median and standard deviation for each item 
were calculated.   
 
Table 3.8 Survey Question 21: How well are you supported by senior administration at your 
community college as the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts? 
 
 Extremely 
supportive 
Very 
supportive 
Moderately 
supportive 
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive 
Communicating an Institutional Global 
Vision 
    
Initiating Policies that enhance Global 
Thinking and Action 
    
Increasing Visibility of International 
Focus on Institution's Website 
    
Creating a Balance Mix between Global 
and Local Outreach 
    
Funding a High Level Administrative 
Position for International Activities 
    
Initiating Fund-raising Campaigns to 
Support Internationalization 
    
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Table 3.8 (Continued)  
 
 
Extremely 
supportive
Very 
supportive
Moderately 
supportive
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive
Aligning Organizational Resource with 
Institution Global Strategies 
    
Monitoring the Institution's International 
Activities & Programs 
    
Fostering Global Recruitment to Attract 
the Best Students 
    
Motivating Students to Participate in 
Study Abroad Programs 
    
Requiring Students to take Courses with 
International Content 
    
Requiring Foreign Language Credits     
Expanding the International Collection 
at the Institution Library 
    
Promoting Intercultural Interactions 
among Students 
    
Providing Financial Incentives for 
Curriculum Internationalization 
    
Funding Faculty Participation in 
International Teaching and Research 
    
Recruiting International Faculty and 
Staff 
    
Promoting Faculty Engagement in 
Campus Internationalization 
    
Providing Training in Cross-Cultural 
Communication for Faculty and Staff 
    
Funding International Academic Travel 
for Faculty and Staff 
    
 
Participants” response to “Challenges faced by person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts” was measured by participants” average score on 9 items outlining 
challenging areas for this leadership role. The item(s) response consisted of a Likert scale from 
(5) extremely challenging to (1) not challenging at all as shown in Table 3.9. The frequencies, 
average score, median and standard deviation for each item were calculated.   
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Table 3.9 Survey Question 25:  To what extent, do you experience the following challenges as 
challenging in your role as the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts in your 
institution? 
 
 Extremely 
challenging 
Very 
challenging 
Moderately 
challenging 
Slightly 
challenging 
Not at all 
challenging 
Lack of Administrative Support     
Lack of Faculty Involvement     
Lack of Student Involvement     
Lack of Economic Resources     
Lack of Planning & Coordination     
Lack of International Regulations & 
Quality Assurance 
    
Lack of Partnership with Foreign 
Universities 
    
Lack of Government Support     
Lack of Interest in General at the 
Institution 
    
 
Other variables like demographics (state, title, position, educational qualification, tenure, 
gender, age) were reported in aggregate, while responses to open-ended question(s) were 
analyzed by identifying major themes among the participant responses.  
 
Data Collection Procedures 
An online survey for data collection was deemed most appropriate since the members of 
both the CCID and CCIE organizations were spread throughout the nation and California State 
respectively. This online format kept in mind the logistical considerations of maximizing 
participation in an unobtrusive way within a given time span. The relatively low-cost 
development of the Internet-based questionnaire with a mix of both close and open-ended 
questions also seemed to be appropriate in understanding the role of person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts at the community colleges. In addition, the USF Qualtrics platform 
offered the online survey instrument to be taken on a mobile device (e.g. smartphone) which 
made the data collection method even more convenient. Data collection procedures for this study 
are planned as follows: 
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1. The researcher sent an email (see Appendix O) that contained a short description of 
the study, request for participation and a link to the survey via the University of South 
Florida email system to the contact person of CCID and CCIE. This email was then 
sent out to the members of both organizations by the contact person of CCID and 
CCIE. A short paragraph of “informed consent” language was included in the online 
survey that was developed via USF Qualtrics (see Appendix S). The text directed 
participants to read and proceed with completing the survey if interested (or read and 
exit the email if not interested) to assure the participants of the “risk free nature” of 
the online survey instrument (Creswell, 2014; Johnson & Christensen, 2012).  
2. A week after the initial email was sent, a first reminder email (see Appendix P) was 
sent via the CCID and CCIE contact person to thank participants who have already 
completed and submitted the survey, as well as a reminder request to participants who 
have yet to complete and submit the survey. Since the survey is anonymous, it was 
not possible to discern beforehand who had completed and who had not completed 
the survey. The reminder email had the same content as the initial email including the 
short paragraph of “informed consent” language and a link to the online survey 
instrument.   
3. The second week after the initial email was sent, a second reminder email (see 
Appendix Q) was sent via the CCID and CCIE contact person to thank participations 
who have already completed and submitted the survey, as well as a reminder request 
to participants who have yet to complete and submit the survey. Since the survey is 
anonymous, it was not possible to discern beforehand who had completed and who 
had not completed the survey. The reminder email had the same content as the initial 
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email including the short paragraph of “informed consent” language and a link to the 
online survey instrument.  
4. The third week after the initial email was sent, a third and final reminder email (see 
Appendix R) was sent via the CCID and CCIE contact person to thank participations 
who have already completed and submitted the survey, as well as a reminder request 
to participants who have yet to complete and submit the survey. Since the survey is 
anonymous, it is not possible to discern beforehand who had completed and who had 
not completed the survey. The reminder email had the same content as the initial 
email including a short paragraph of “informed consent” language and a link to the 
online survey instrument.  
5. Data from completed surveys was exported from USF Qualtrics into a spreadsheet for 
clarity, and ease of review as well as conversion to data set that can be exported to a 
statistical software program for further analysis.  
The survey was conducted during the month of September/October 2016 after (1) 
ensuring the currency of the Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI Program) 
refresher course (see Appendix G), and (2) receiving the approval of the University of South 
Florida’s Institutional Review Board (See Appendix N) to collect data. The results was analyzed 
and synthesized with the literature review by the end of November/December 2016. 
 
Treatment of Missing Data 
 The online survey tool, USF Qualtrics, had the feature of ensuring all survey questions 
are answered before proceeding to the next section that was not enabled in this online survey. 
Hence, in the event of incomplete submissions due to a technical error or participants choosing to 
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exit from the survey altogether, the submissions with nil responses to the survey questions were 
excluded from the data analysis.  
 It was also possible that some respondents complete only part of the 27 survey questions, 
then in this case, only when the demographic information questions were answered were the 
partially completed responses used in the data analysis. For example, let’s assume that 50 
participants signed the online informed consent. Of these 50 participants, 45 answered all 27 
questions, 3 answered only 8 questions and 2 participants answered only the demographic 
questions. For the purposes of the analysis, the plan was to include all participants to report the 
demographics of the cohort. However, the denominator (number of responders) for a specific 
survey question was changed per the number of respondents. That is, the denominator for all 
question was 45. However, for a specific survey question, it could be in the range of a minimum 
of 45 to a maximum of all 50.  
 
Data Analysis Procedures 
 Data collected from the online survey was analyzed. The quantitative data (e.g. multiple 
choice, multiple select and Likert scale responses) to be captured for Research Questions 1, 2, 3, 
4 and 5 was analyzed using descriptive statistics such as mean, median, standard deviations, and 
frequency distributions using SPSS and Qualtrics data analytic software. (Coladarci, Cobb, 
Minium & Clarke, 2010; Creswell, 2014; Johnson & Christensen, 2012; University of South 
Florida, 2016). The exact survey questions for these research questions were mapped out in 
Table 3.1 (page 44). Responses to the open-ended questions for Research Question 6 were 
summarized based on common takeaways since this study aimed to understand the personal 
narratives of the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts in community colleges. 
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Protection of Human Subjects/Ethics 
A short paragraph of “informed consent” language was included in the introduction of the 
online survey that participants read before proceeding if interested (or read and exited the survey 
if not interested). This information assured participants about the risk-free nature of the study. 
Since the survey was not capturing any identification information related to the participants (e.g. 
name, institution), all data collected including the demographic information was protected and 
maintained as confidential. The general demographic information was aggregated for the sole 
purpose of this research study.  
 
Chapter Summary 
The methods used in conducting this research include the research design of the study, 
population and sampling procedures, instrumentation, data collection procedures, treatment of 
missing data, data analysis procedures, and protection of human subjects/ethics. The research 
design employed survey research using closed and open-ended questions in an effort to capture 
the current roles of the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at the community 
colleges via an anonymous and confidential online survey instrument.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 
Introduction 
The results of the data collected from the online survey instrument used for this research 
study are reported in this chapter. The purpose of this research was to understand the role carried 
out by persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The 
comprehension of this leadership role encompassed identifying and understanding profile and 
qualities of the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts as well as the duties and 
responsibilities of these individuals. The extent to which the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts received institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they 
faced as they worked on the internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions were 
also explored. 
Onwuegbuzie and Teddlie (2003) had broken the data analysis process into seven stages 
(Johnson & Christensen (2010) and called them “strategies”). Three of the stages were utilized in 
this chapter namely, data reduction, data display, and data correlation to analyze the closed-
ended questions of the online survey for research questions one through five. Responses to each 
of the five open-ended questions for the sixth research question were summarized with common 
takeaways. Subsequently, the content of this chapter will be a summary of the research study, 
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discussion of the results of each survey questions that corresponds to the respective research 
questions and a conclusion with a chapter summary. 
 
Research Study 
Since the focus of this study was on the people leading the campus internationalization 
efforts at community colleges, only individuals who were members of two national 
organizations: Community College for International Development (CCID) and California 
Colleges for International Education (CCIE), were surveyed. The Community College for 
International Development (2016) listed 140 members nationwide with a designated leadership 
position of overseeing the role of campus internationalization efforts. The California Colleges for 
International Education (2016), a non-profit, educational consortium of community colleges in 
California, listed 84 members who served as persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts. Both these organizations assisted in recruiting participants for this study (see letters of 
support from both organizations were provided in Appendices L and M).  
The participation by these individuals was voluntary and anonymous with no incentives. 
The survey was administered over one month. The overall response rate was 29.5% (N = 224; n 
= 66) which is in line with the projected participation rate between 20% and 30% (as indicated in 
Chapter 3). However, not all questions were answered by all participants who agreed to 
participate in the online survey. For example, the demographic information for research question 
one was provided by 22.3% (n = 50) of the respondents, while the selection of qualities for 
research question three was answered by 19.2% (n = 43) of the participants since responding to 
each online survey question was voluntary. The respondents represented forty-five institutions 
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across twenty states in the United States as summarized in Table 4.1. One participant was from 
Ontario, Canada.  
 
Table 4.1 States represented by Participating Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Survey Question 1: State: 
States in U.S.A Number of Participants Percent Cumulative Percent 
Arizona 1 2.22 2.22 
California 13 28.89 31.11 
Hawaii 2 4.44 35.56 
Illinois 5 11.11 46.67 
Indiana 1 2.22 48.89 
Maryland 5 11.11 60.00 
Michigan 2 4.44 64.44 
North Carolina 2 4.44 68.89 
New Jersey 1 2.22 71.11 
New Mexico 1 2.22 73.33 
Ohio 1 2.22 75.56 
Oklahoma  1 2.22 77.78 
Oregon 1 2.22 80.00 
Pennsylvania 1 2.22 82.22 
South Carolina 1 2.22 84.44 
Tennessee  1 2.22 86.67 
Texas 1 2.22 88.89 
Utah 1 2.22 91.11 
Washington 2 4.44 95.56 
Wisconsin  2 4.44 100.00 
Total Institutions  45 100.00 - 
 
Research Questions and Findings 
In this section, each of the research questions will be reviewed with respect to their 
corresponding survey questions, response rates and a summary of the data collected from the 
online survey. Quantitative data for research questions one to five was summarized using 
descriptive statistics.   
Research Question One: What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts in their community colleges?  (E.g. titles, full-time/part-
time, faculty, administration, staff) 
66 
 
 The aggregate responses to the survey questions of this research question are summarized 
into three sub-sections. The first sub-section looked at the characteristics of the participants’ 
institutions (urban, suburban, and rural); the second section, the individuals’ professional 
qualifications; the third section, demographic characteristics. For the first sub-section, the data 
for the institutional framework is summarized in Figure 4.1. According to the Carnegie 
Classification of the participating institutions (Survey Question 2), 31.4% of the participants 
were from “Urban” institutions; 25.5% from “Suburban” community colleges and 17.7% were 
from “Rural” institutions. Five participants (9.8%) chose “Other” and indicated their 
classification as a mix of the main categories: “2 years, large”, “Mixed CC”, “Basic”, “Urban 
and suburban”, “We actually have a service area that is suburban and rural with some urban 
students as well.” The remaining participants (15.7%) selected the “I do not know” option.  
 
 
Figure 4.1 Carnegie Classification of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
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Most of the participations (n = 49) were from CCID (67.4%), with 18.4% from CCIE, 
and 10.2% respondents belonging to both CCID and CCIE (Survey Question 3) as shown in 
Figure 4.2. There were two participants (4.1%) that belonged to neither national organizations 
and could have received the online survey from their peers from either or both national 
organizations.   
 
 
Figure 4.2 Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts Breakdown by National 
Organizations 
 
The title of the participants (Survey Question 4) were “Director” (22%), “Dean” (18%), 
“Faculty” (14%), “International Coordinator” (6%), “Vice President” (4%) and “International 
Officer” (2%) as shown in Table 4.2. A variety of other titles (34%) identified by the participants 
were “Counselor”, “International Program Manager”, “Associate Director”, “Senior 
Director”, “International Programs”, “Faculty and Department Chair”, “Executive Director” 
(2), “Manager of Student Involvement and International Programs”, “Director and Faculty” 
(2), “Senior Associate to the President, Manager”, “Teacher Training Programs”, “President’s 
Assistant”, “Director, Center for Global Engagement”, “Manager”, “Director”, International 
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Education”.  These different titles reflect the evolving title, position, and responsibilities of this 
leadership position given the different internationalization focus and emphasis at their respective 
community colleges. 
 
Table 4.2 Titles of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Survey Question. 4: What is your title? 
Title n Percent (%) 
Vice President 2 4.00 
Associate/Assistant Vice President 0 0.00 
Dean 9 18.00 
Director 11 22.00 
International Coordinator 3 6.00 
International Officer 1 2.00 
International Specialist 0 0.00 
Faculty 7 14.00 
Other 17 34.00 
Total  50 100 
Other titles: Counselor, International Program Manager, Associate Director, Senior Director, International 
Programs, Faculty and Department Chair, Executive Director (2), Manager of Student Involvement and 
International Programs, Director and Faculty (2), Senior Associate to the President, Manager, Teacher Training 
Programs, President’s Assistant, Director, Center for Global Engagement, Manager, Director, International 
Education.  
 
 
For Survey Question 5, the position of “Full-Time” status was held by 88% of the 
respondents (n = 50), and 6% were “Part-Time” as shown in Figure 4.3. The remaining 6% had a 
mix of assignments that included “Split assignment”, “FT, but I teach a class every semester” 
and “I am a full-time faculty on ½ load.”  
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Figure 4.3 Position of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
 
For Survey Question 6, the data on the amount of commitment made by the participants 
to campus internationalization efforts is summarized in Table 4.3. Some of the participants 
(42%) dedicated between 0% and 20% of their time followed by 22% of the respondents 
spending between 21% and 40% of their time in campus internationalization efforts. Eighteen 
percent of the participations dedicated between 81% and 100% of their time to campus 
internationalization efforts.  
 
Table 4.3 Persons-in-Charge Commitment to Campus Internationalization Efforts 
Survey Question. 6: What proportion of your position is devoted to campus internationalization efforts? 
Proportion n Percent (%) 
0% to 20% 21 42 
21% to 40% 11 22 
41% to 60% 6 12 
61% to 80% 3 6 
81% to 100% 9 18 
Total 50 100 
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While the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts had some supervisory roles 
(Survey Question 7), the number and type of personnel (e.g. full-time faculty, full-time staff, part 
time faculty, part-time staff and student assistants) reporting to them varied. Looking at the 
category of “5 or more” employees’, only 27.9% of the participants had “Full Time Staff” 
reporting to them; 24.1% of the respondents oversaw “Part Time Faculty”, and 21.2% of the 
participants had the support from “Full-Time Faculty”. The percentage of respondents who 
supervised “Part Time Staff” was 20.6%; “Student Assistants”, was 16.2%. As shown in Figure 
4.4, there were comparatively more respondents that had less personnel support for 
internationalization efforts at their respective institutions.  
 
 
Figure 4.4 Supervisory Role of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
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(52%), followed by a “Doctoral Degree” (32%), and a “Bachelor’s Degree” (12%) or 
“Professional Degree” (4%) as reported on Survey Question 8.   
 
 
Figure 4.5 Highest Education Qualifications of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
Note: There was no response for the “Associate’s Degree” and “Other” options. 
 
For Survey Question 9, slightly more than third of the respondents (n = 49; 36.7%) had 
between 6 and 15 years of experience in Higher Education Administration, while 44.9% had 
experience beyond 16 years.  As shown in Figure 4.6, 18.4% of the respondents had five or 
fewer years of experience.    
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Figure 4.6 Higher Education Administration Experience of Persons-in-Charge of 
Internationalization Efforts  
 
 
As shown in Figure 4.7, forty percent of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts held tenure-track positions and 60% of the persons-in-charge (n = 50) of 
internationalization efforts held non tenure-track positions at their community colleges (Survey 
Question 10).  
 
 
Figure 4.7 Tenure Position of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
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For the last sub-section, the demographic data of the participants (n = 50) included thirty-
two female (64%) and eighteen male (36%) respondents (Survey Question 11) as shown in 
Figure 4.8.  
 
 
Figure 4.8 Gender of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
 
Note: The options “Transgender”, “Prefer not to response” and “Other” were also provided to the participants, but 
were not selected. 
 
For Survey Question 12, the majority of respondents (n = 50, 68%) were forty-six years 
old and above. Eight percent of the respondents were aged below thirty-five years, and twenty-
two percent of the participants were between the ages of thirty-six and forty-five as shown in 
Figure 4.9.   
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Figure 4.9 Age Group of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
 
Research Question Two: What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts at their community colleges?  
The survey questions for this research question were designed to capture the primary 
leadership and secondary supporting roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts, identify their supervisors, and understand if they had 
advisory boards at their institutions. For Survey Question 13, the primary roles selection was 
sorted from the highest to lowest followed by the secondary role responses made by the persons-
in-charge of internationalization efforts as shown in Table 4.4. The top five primary roles 
identified by most of the participants were “Strategic Planning and Internationalization” (67.5%), 
“Institutional Relations and Linkages” (66.7%), “Represent Institution in International Dealings” 
(66.7%), “International Admissions and Recruitment” (64.5%), and “Study Abroad and 
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of internationalization efforts were “Area or International or Foreign Language Studies” 
(65.4%), “International Service Learning & Internships” (60%), and “Curriculum 
Internationalization” (57.1%).   
 
Table 4.4 Roles and Responsibilities of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Survey Question. 13:  Please select the primary and/or secondary roles and responsibilities* as the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts in your institution.   
*Primary” refers to duties currently being carried out in a leadership role; “Secondary”, supporting role. 
Role & Responsibilities Areas 
Number of 
Respondents 
for Primary 
Role 
Number of 
Respondents for 
Secondary Role 
Total number 
of 
Participants 
Strategic Planning and Internationalization 27 67.50% 
13 
32.50% 
40 
Institutional Relation and Linkages 24 66.67% 
12 
33.33% 
36 
Represent Institution in International Dealings 24 66.67% 
12 
33.33% 
36 
International Admissions and Recruitment 20 64.52% 
11 
35.48% 
31 
Study Abroad and Exchange Programs 26 61.90% 
16 
38.10% 
42 
Faculty-Led Programs 21 55.26% 
17 
44.74% 
38 
Community Outreach and Engagement 20 50.00% 
20 
50.00% 
40 
Faculty/Staff Development 20 50.00% 
20 
50.00% 
40 
International Training 19 55.88% 
15 
44.12% 
34 
International Student/Scholar Affairs 19 54.29% 
16 
45.71% 
35 
Represent Institution in National Dealings 18 72.00% 
7 
28.00% 
25 
Co-curricular Programming 18 52.94% 
16 
47.06% 
34 
Risk Management 17 56.67% 
13 
43.33% 
30 
Curriculum Internationalization 15 42.86% 
20 
57.14% 
35 
International Service Learning & Internships 12 40.00% 
18 
60.00% 
30 
Virtual Exchanges (Linking Classrooms between 
Countries) 
10 
50.00% 
10 
50.00% 
20 
Area or International or Foreign Language Studies 9 34.62% 
17 
65.38% 
26 
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Table 4.4 (Continued) 
Survey Question. 13:  Please select the primary and/or secondary roles and responsibilities* as the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts in your institution.   
*Primary” refers to duties currently being carried out in a leadership role; “Secondary”, supporting role. 
Role & Responsibilities Areas 
Number of 
Respondents 
for Primary 
Role 
Number of 
Respondents for 
Secondary Role 
Total number 
of 
Participants 
Branch Campuses 8 44.44% 
10 
55.56% 
18 
Dual Degrees 3 75.00% 
1 
25.00% 
4 
Others 3 100.00% 
0 
0.00% 
3 
Primary Role - Others: SEVIS processes; Sabbaticals Abroad and Fulbright; Fulbright Scholars and FLTAs; 
Internal faculty recruiting 
 
The reporting structure of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts was 
captured by Survey Question 14. Most of the participants reported to their “Dean” (29.8%) or the 
“Vice-President for Academic Affairs” (25.5%). About 19% of the professionals-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts reported to supervisors holding a variety of job titles: “Manager”; 
“Program Coordinator”; “Director”, “International Programs”; “Vice-Chancellor”; “VP for 
Diversity”, “Adult Education and International Programs”; “Department Chair”; “Chief 
Advancement and Community Engagement Officer”; “Senior Director”, “Academic Enrichment 
and Integrated Learning”; “Vice President, Diversity”. 
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Figure 4.10 Supervisors of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
 
For Survey Question 15, 40.4% of the participants indicated they did not oversee an 
Internationalization Advisory Board, while 25.5% oversaw an Internal Internationalization 
Advisory Board as indicated in Figure 4.10. Under the “Other” option, about 21% either shared 
some degree of oversight, were a member of a similar board or committee, or were in the midst 
of establishing an Internal Internationalization Advisory Board.  
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Figure 4.11 Advisory Boards Overseen by Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
 
Research Question Three: What personal and/or professional qualities are deemed 
important in the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at community colleges?  
 The survey questions for this research question were designed to capture the unique 
professional and personal qualities of persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts in their 
community colleges and to determine the qualities required of these individuals to be successful 
in their existing positions and career at the community college level. The aggregate responses to 
the abilities survey questions of this research question are summarized into five sub-sections: 
general qualities, knowledge requirement, experience requirement, skills requirement, and 
personal assets and abilities requirement.  
For the first sub-section, the data for the general qualities (Survey Question 16) was 
responded to by only 43 of the participants as summarized in Table 4.5.  On average, the 
participants found all four general qualities – “Knowledge”, “Experience”, “Skills”, and 
“Personal Qualities & Characteristics” – to be vital in the profile of persons-in-charge of 
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internationalization efforts. Combining the responses to both “Extremely Important” and “Very 
Important”, the most valued general qualities by all the participants (100%) were “Knowledge”, 
“Skills” and “Personal Qualities and Characteristics”.  
 
Table 4.5 General Qualities for the Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts Position 
Survey Question. 16: How important are the following qualities for the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts position? 
Qualities Extremely Important 
Very 
Important 
Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Not at all 
Important n Median Mean SD 
Knowledge 28 65.12% 
15 
34.88% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.65 0.48 
Experience 24 55.81% 
15 
34.88% 
4 
9.30% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.47 0.66 
Skills 27 62.79% 
16 
37.21% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.63 0.48 
Personal 
Qualities & 
Characteristics 
32 
74.42% 
11 
25.58% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.74 0.44 
 
For Survey Question 17, combining the responses to both “Extremely Important” and 
“Very Important”, knowledge for “Current World Affairs” was the most valued knowledge area 
by the respondents (88.4%,), followed by “International Issues in Higher Education” (86%), 
“Cross-cultural Theories & Methods” (79.1%), and “Country-specific knowledge” (74.4%) as 
shown in Table 4.6. Combining the responses to both “Moderately Important” and “Slightly 
Important”, 44.2% of the participants chose “Legal Knowledge”, followed by a tie between 
“Comparative Education” (32.6%) and “Higher Education Theories and Methods” (32.6%). 
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Table 4.6 Knowledge Requirement for the Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Position 
Survey Question. 17: How important are the following knowledge areas for the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts position? 
Knowledge 
Areas 
Extremely 
Important 
Very 
Important 
Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Not at all 
Important n Median Mean SD 
International 
Issues in 
Higher 
Education 
29 
67.44% 
8 
18.60% 
6 
13.95% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.53 0.73 
Current 
World 
Affairs 
23 
53.49% 
15 
34.88% 
4 
9.30% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.40 0.75 
Cross-
cultural 
Theories & 
Methods 
19 
44.19% 
15 
34.88% 
7 
16.28% 
2 
4.65% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.19 0.87 
Academic 
Discipline 
9 
20.93% 
18 
41.86% 
11 
25.58% 
3 
6.98% 
2 
4.65% 43 4 3.67 1.03 
Business 
Principles & 
Practices 
11 
25.58% 
20 
46.51% 
6 
13.95% 
5 
11.63% 
1 
2.33% 43 4 3.81 1.02 
Higher 
Education 
Theories & 
Methods 
11 
25.58% 
18 
41.86% 
9 
20.93% 
5 
11.63% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 3.81 0.95 
Country-
specific 
Knowledge 
18 
41.86% 
14 
32.56% 
9 
20.93% 
2 
4.65% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.12 0.89 
Comparative 
Education 
11 
25.58% 
16 
37.21% 
12 
27.91% 
2 
4.65% 
2 
4.65% 43 4 3.74 1.04 
Legal 
Knowledge 
9 
20.93% 
13 
30.23% 
13 
30.23% 
6 
13.95% 
2 
4.65% 43 4 3.49 1.11 
 
Combining the responses to both “Extremely Important” and “Very Important” for 
Survey Question 18, the most important experience area identified by the respondents was 
“Overseas Travel” (90.7%) as indicated in Table 4.7. This was followed by “Managing 
Budget/Finance” (86%), “Protocol” (83.3%) and “Managing an Organization” (79.1%). 
Combining the responses to both “Moderately Important” and “Slightly Important”, the 
participants indicated “Academic Research” (52.4%) to be another experience area that was vital 
to them.  
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Table 4.7 Experience Requirement for the Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Position 
Survey Question. 18: How important are the following experiences for the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts position? 
Experiences Extremely Important 
Very 
Important 
Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Not at all 
Important n Median Mean SD 
Overseas 
Travel 
32 
74.42% 
7 
16.28% 
4 
9.30% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.65 0.64 
Overseas 
Living 
20 
46.51% 
11 
25.58% 
9 
20.93% 
3 
6.98% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.12 0.97 
Managing an 
Organization 
18 
41.86% 
16 
37.21% 
8 
18.60% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.19 0.81 
Managing 
Budget/Finance 
22 
51.16% 
15 
34.88% 
3 
6.98% 
3 
6.98% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.30 0.88 
Protocol 23 54.76% 
12 
28.57% 
5 
11.90% 
2 
4.76% 
0 
0.00% 42 5 4.33 0.86 
Academic 
Teaching 
11 
26.19% 
16 
38.01% 
10 
23.81% 
2 
4.76% 
3 
7.14% 42 4 3.71 1.12 
Academic 
Research 
7 
16.67% 
7 
16.67% 
17 
40.48% 
5 
11.90% 
6 
14.29% 42 3 3.10 1.23 
Academic 
Administration 
15 
35.71% 
18 
42.86% 
9 
21.43% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 42 4 4.14 0.74 
 
Combining the responses to both “Extremely Important” and “Very Important” for 
Survey Question 19, the most important skills identified by all the respondents (100%) were 
“Written Communications”, “Interpersonal Communications”, and “Intercultural Competence”. 
as indicated in Table 4.8. This was followed by “Advocacy” (97.7%), “Oral Communication” 
(97.7%) and “Networking” (97.6%). Combining the responses to both “Moderately Important” 
and “Slightly Important”, the participants indicated “Second Language” (42.9%) to be another 
skill area that was deemed significant to them.  
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Table 4.8 Skills Requirement for the Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts Position 
Survey Question. 19: How important are the following skills for the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts position? 
Skills Extremely Important 
Very 
Important 
Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Not at all 
Important n Median Mean SD 
Advocacy 30 69.77% 
12 
27.91% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.67 0.52 
Public 
Relations 
24 
55.81% 
15 
34.88% 
4 
9.30% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.47 0.66 
Marketing 22 53.66% 
15 
36.59% 
3 
7.32% 
1 
2.44% 
0 
0.00% 41 5 4.41 0.73 
Oral 
Communication 
37 
86.05% 
5 
11.63% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.84 0.43 
Written 
Communication 
36 
83.72% 
7 
16.28% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.84 0.37 
Negotiation 20 47.62% 
15 
35.71% 
6 
14.29% 
1 
2.38% 
0 
0.00% 42 4 4.29 0.80 
Interpersonal 
Skills 
37 
86.05% 
6 
13.95% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.86 0.35 
Networking 25 59.52% 
16 
38.10% 
1 
2.38% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 42 5 4.57 0.54 
Second 
Language 
11 
26.19% 
12 
28.57% 
13 
30.95% 
5 
11.90% 
1 
2.38% 42 4 3.64 1.07 
Technology 14 32.56% 
17 
39.53% 
12 
27.91% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.05 0.78 
Intercultural 
Competence 
34 
79.07% 
9 
20.93% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.79 0.41 
Planning & 
Visioning 
33 
78.57% 
7 
16.67% 
2 
4.76% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 42 5 4.74 0.54 
 
Combining the responses to both “Extremely Important” and “Very Important” for 
Survey Question 20, the most valued personal qualities in persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts was “Energy or Passion” (100%) as indicated in Table 4.9. The next 
top four personal characteristics were “Creativity”, “Vision”, “Self-confidence” and “Flexibility” 
(all at 97.7%). For the “Moderately Important” options, the participants indicated 
“Entrepreneurship” (16.3%) to be a personal quality and characteristic area that was considered 
noteworthy to them. All the personal qualities and characteristics were considered with some 
degree of importance since no respondents selected the last two options of “Slightly Important” 
and “Not at all Important”.  
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Table 4.9 Individual Personal Qualities and Characteristics Requirement for the Persons-in-
Charge of Internationalization Efforts Position 
Survey Question. 20: How important are the following individual personal qualities and characteristics for 
the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position? 
Characteristics Extremely Important 
Very 
Important 
Moderately 
Important 
Slightly 
Important 
Not at all 
Important n Median Mean SD 
Creativity 26 60.47% 
16 
37.21% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.58 0.54 
Entrepreneurship 15 34.88% 
21 
48.84% 
7 
16.28% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 4 4.19 0.69 
Vision 34 79.07% 
8 
18.60% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.77 0.47 
Energy or 
Passion 
36 
83.72% 
7 
16.28% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.84 0.37 
Focus 24 55.81% 
17 
39.53% 
2 
4.65% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.51 0.59 
Self-confidence 23 53.49% 
19 
44.19% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.51 0.54 
Flexibility 34 79.07% 
8 
18.60% 
1 
2.33% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.77 0.47 
Pragmatism 20 47.62% 
20 
47.62% 
2 
4.76% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 42 4 4.43 0.58 
Sense of Humor 26 60.47% 
15 
34.88% 
2 
4.65% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.56 0.58 
Sociability 30 69.77% 
11 
25.58% 
2 
4.65% 
0 
0.00% 
0 
0.00% 43 5 4.65 0.57 
 
 
Research Question Four: How much support do the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts report receiving from their senior administrators? 
The survey question for this research question was designed to capture the nature and 
degree of support that persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts report receive from their 
senior administrators at the community college level. There were twenty supporting areas, 
classified into three sub-sections of purely administrative, administrative support for students and 
administrative support for faculty as shown in Table 4.10. 
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Table 4.10 General Administrative Supporting Areas 
Purely Administrative Administrative Support  
for Students 
Administrative Support  
for Faculty 
1. Communicating an 
Institutional Global Vision 
2. Initiating Policies that 
enhance Global Thinking 
and Action 
3. Increasing Visibility of 
International Focus on 
Institution’s Website 
4. Creating a Balance Mix 
between Global and Local 
Outreach 
5. Funding a High-Level 
Administrative Position 
for International Activities  
6. Initiating Fundraising 
Campaigns to Support 
Internationalization 
7. Aligning Organizational 
Resource with Institution 
Global Strategies 
8. Monitoring the 
Institution’s International 
Activities & Programs 
9. Fostering Global 
Recruitment to Attract the 
Best Students 
10. Motivating Students to 
Participate in Study 
Abroad Programs  
11. Requiring Students to take 
Courses with International 
Content  
12. Requiring Foreign 
Language Credits  
13. Expanding the 
International Collection at 
the Institution Library  
14. Promoting Intercultural 
Interactions among 
Students 
15. Providing Financial 
Incentives for Curriculum 
Internationalization 
16. Funding Faculty 
Participation in 
International Teaching and 
Research 
17. Recruiting International 
Faculty and Staff  
18. Promoting Faculty 
Engagement in Campus 
Internationalization 
19. Providing Training in 
Cross-Cultural 
Communication for 
Faculty and Staff  
20. Funding International 
Academic Travel for 
Faculty and Staff 
 
The aggregate responses to the supporting areas (Survey Question 21) of this research 
question are summarized in Table 4.11a, Table 4.11b, and Table 4.11c to reflect the three groups. 
Combining the responses to both “Extremely Supportive” and “Very Supportive” of the first 
group looking only at the administrative oversight, the top two supportive areas were 
“Communicating an Institutional Global Vision” (56.1%) and “Monitoring the Institution’s 
International Activities & Programs” (52.5%) as indicated in Table 4.11a. Combining the 
responses to both “Moderately Supportive” and “Slightly Supportive”, almost half the 
participants found support in “Initiating Policies that enhance Global Thinking and Action” 
(53.7%) and “Aligning Organizational Resource with Institution Global Strategies” (51.2%). 
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Table 4.11a Support from Senior Administration for Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization 
Effort about Purely Administrative Areas 
Survey Question. 21: How well are you supported by senior administration at your community college as the 
person-in-charge of internationalization efforts?   
Supporting Areas Extremely supportive 
Very 
supportive 
Moderately 
supportive 
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive n Median Mean SD 
Communicating an 
Institutional Global 
Vision 
13 
31.71% 
10 
24.39% 
10 
24.39% 
7 
17.07% 
1 
2.44% 41 4 3.66 1.16 
Initiating Policies 
that enhance 
Global Thinking 
and Action 
11 
26.83% 
8 
19.51% 
14 
34.15% 
8 
19.51% 
0 
0.00% 41 3 3.54 1.08 
Increasing 
Visibility of 
International Focus 
on Institution’s 
Website 
9 
21.95% 
11 
26.83% 
10 
24.39% 
8 
19.51% 
3 
7.32% 41 3 3.37 1.22 
Creating a Balance 
Mix between 
Global and Local 
Outreach 
6 
14.63% 
12 
29.27% 
13 
31.71% 
7 
17.07% 
3 
7.32% 41 3 3.27 1.13 
Funding a High-
Level 
Administrative 
Position for 
International 
Activities 
6 
14.63% 
8 
19.51% 
5 
12.20% 
13 
31.71% 
9 
21.95% 41 2 2.73 1.38 
Initiating 
Fundraising 
Campaigns to 
Support 
Internationalization 
4 
9.76% 
4 
9.76% 
9 
21.95% 
9 
21.95% 
15 
36.59% 41 2 2.34 1.32 
Aligning 
Organizational 
Resource with 
Institution Global 
Strategies 
5 
12.20% 
9 
21.95% 
9 
21.95% 
12 
29.27% 
6 
14.63% 41 3 2.88 1.25 
Monitoring the 
Institution’s 
International 
Activities & 
Programs 
8 
20.00% 
13 
32.50% 
9 
22.50% 
10 
25.00% 
0 
0.00% 40 4 3.48 1.07 
 
 The most administrative support for students focused on “Motivating Students to 
Participate in Study Abroad Programs” (53.7%), when combining the responses to both 
“Extremely Supportive” and “Very Supportive” as shown in Table 4.11b.  Combining the 
responses to both “Moderately Supportive” and “Slightly Supportive”, participants found support 
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in “Expanding the International Collection at the Institution Library” (58.5%), and “Requiring 
Foreign Language Credits” (51.2%). 
Table 4.11b Support from Senior Administration for Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization 
Effort for Students  
Survey Question. 21: How well are you supported by the senior administration at your community 
college as the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts? 
Supporting 
Areas 
Extremely 
supportive 
Very 
supportive 
Moderately 
supportive 
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive n Median Mean SD 
Fostering 
Global 
Recruitment to 
Attract the 
Best Students 
6 
15.00% 
11 
27.50% 
5 
12.50% 
14 
35.00% 
4 
10.00% 40 3 3.02 1.27 
Motivating 
Students to 
Participate in 
Study Abroad 
Programs 
6 
14.63% 
16 
39.02% 
9 
21.95% 
9 
21.95% 
1 
2.44% 41 4 3.41 1.06 
Requiring 
Students to 
take Courses 
with 
International 
Content 
6 
14.63% 
8 
19.51% 
11 
26.83% 
9 
21.95% 
7 
17.07% 41 3 2.93 1.30 
Requiring 
Foreign 
Language 
Credits 
3 
7.32% 
4 
9.76% 
8 
19.51% 
13 
31.71% 
13 
31.71% 41 2 2.29 1.21 
Expanding the 
International 
Collection at 
the Institution 
Library 
2 
4.88% 
6 
14.63% 
13 
31.71% 
11 
26.83% 
9 
21.95% 41 3 2.54 1.13 
Promoting 
Intercultural 
Interactions 
among 
Students 
9 
21.95% 
9 
21.95% 
14 
34.15% 
8 
19.51% 
1 
2.44% 41 3 3.41 1.10 
 
The most frequently unsupported area by the respondents’ administration for faculty was 
“Providing Financial Incentives for Curriculum Internationalization” (32.5%) as reflected in 
Table 4.11c. This was followed by “Recruiting International Faculty and Staff” (30.8%), and 
“Funding Faculty Participation in International Teaching and Research” (19.5%).  
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Combining the responses to both “Extremely Supportive” and “Very Supportive”, the 
most administrative support for faculty focused on “Funding International Academic Travel for 
Faculty and Staff” (37.5%).  Combining the responses to both “Moderately Supportive” and 
“Slightly Supportive”, participants found support in “Promoting Faculty Engagement in Campus 
Internationalization (61.5%) and “Promoting Training in Cross-Cultural Communication for 
Faculty and Staff” (56.4%).  
 
Table 4.11c Support from Senior Administration for Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization 
Efforts for Faculty 
Survey Question. 21: How well are you supported by senior administration at your community 
college as the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts? 
Supporting Areas Extremely supportive 
Very 
supportive 
Moderately 
supportive 
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive n Median Mean SD 
Providing 
Financial 
Incentives for 
Curriculum 
Internationalization 
2 
5.00% 
4 
10.00% 
9 
22.50% 
12 
30.00% 
13 
32.50% 40 2 2.25 1.16 
Funding Faculty 
Participation in 
International 
Teaching and 
Research 
4 
9.76% 
9 
21.95% 
10 
24.39% 
10 
24.39% 
8 
19.51% 41 3 2.78 1.26 
Recruiting 
International 
Faculty and Staff 
6 
15.38% 
6 
15.38% 
4 
10.26% 
11 
28.21% 
12 
30.77% 39 2 2.56 1.45 
Promoting Faculty 
Engagement in 
Campus 
Internationalization 
5 
12.82% 
9 
23.08% 
14 
35.90% 
10 
25.64% 
1 
2.56% 39 3 3.18 1.03 
Providing Training 
in Cross-Cultural 
Communication 
for Faculty and 
Staff 
4 
10.26% 
10 
25.64% 
14 
35.90% 
8 
20.51% 
3 
7.69% 39 3 3.10 1.08 
Funding 
International 
Academic Travel 
for Faculty and 
Staff 
7 
17.50% 
8 
20.00% 
10 
25.00% 
12 
30.00% 
3 
7.50% 40 3 3.10 1.22 
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Research Question Five: What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts face in internationalizing their community colleges?  
The survey question for this research question was designed to capture the nature and 
degree of challenges faced by the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at their 
community colleges. The aggregate responses to the challenging areas (Survey Question 22) of 
this research question are summarized in Table 4.12. Combining the responses to both 
“Extremely challenging” and “Very challenging”, the most overwhelmingly common challenges 
faced by the participants were “Lack of Economic Resources” (68.3%). The next three 
challenges were “Lack of Administrative Support” (43.9%), “Lack of Planning & Coordination” 
(42.5%), and “Lack of Interest in General at the Institution” (42.5%). Combining the responses 
to both “Moderately Challenging” and “Slightly Challenging”, the top two areas identified by the 
respondents were “Lack of Faculty Involvement” (63.4%), and “Lack of Student Involvement” 
(63.4%).  
 
Table 4.12 Challenges faced by Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Survey Question. 22: To what extent, do you face the following challenges as the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts in your institution? 
Challenging 
Areas 
Extremely 
challenging 
Very 
challenging 
Moderately 
challenging 
Slightly 
challenging 
Not at all 
challenging n Median Mean SD 
Lack of 
Administrative 
Support 
12 
29.27% 
6 
14.63% 
10 
24.39% 
8 
19.51% 
5 
12.20% 41 3 3.29 
1.3
8 
Lack of 
Faculty 
Involvement 
4 
9.76% 
7 
17.07% 
16 
39.02% 
10 
24.39% 
4 
9.76% 41 3 2.93 
1.0
9 
Lack of 
Student 
Involvement 
2 
4.88% 
8 
19.51% 
15 
36.59% 
11 
26.83% 
5 
12.20% 41 3 2.78 
1.0
5 
Lack of 
Economic 
Resources 
16 
39.02% 
12 
29.27% 
5 
12.20% 
8 
19.51% 
0 
0.00% 41 4 3.88 
1.1
3 
Lack of 
Planning & 
Coordination 
7 
17.50% 
10 
25.00% 
9 
22.50% 
12 
30.00% 
2 
5.00% 40 3 3.20 
1.1
9 
89 
 
Table 4.12 (Continued) 
Survey Question. 22: To what extent, do you face the following challenges as the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts in your institution? 
Challenging 
Areas 
Extremely 
challenging 
Very 
challenging 
Moderately 
challenging 
Slightly 
challenging 
Not at all 
challenging n Median Mean SD 
Lack of 
International 
Regulations & 
Quality 
Assurance 
3 
7.50% 
6 
15.00% 
12 
30.00% 
11 
27.50% 
8 
20.00% 40 3 2.63 
1.1
8 
Lack of 
Partnership 
with Foreign 
Universities 
3 
7.50% 
6 
15.00% 
12 
30.00% 
9 
22.50% 
10 
25.00% 40 3 2.58 
1.2
2 
Lack of 
Government 
Support 
4 
10.00% 
8 
20.00% 
16 
40.00% 
6 
15.00% 
6 
15.00% 40 3 2.95 
1.1
6 
Lack of 
Interest in 
General at the 
Institution 
3 
7.50% 
14 
35.00% 
11 
27.50% 
6 
15.00% 
6 
15.00% 40 3 3.05 
1.1
8 
 
 
Research Question Six: How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the 
community colleges define “campus internationalization”?  
The online survey instrument had five open-ended questions for Research Question Six 
which allowed participants to provide qualitative answers in their own words voluntarily. Survey 
Question 23 asked “In your view, what is the meaning of "Internationalizing" community 
colleges? Please explain.” There were twenty-seven responses to this question, compiled in 
Appendix S. One key takeaway that emerged from the qualitative responses was global or 
worldwide connections beyond the campuses (e.g. “global developments”, “global perspectives”, 
“bringing the world to the college”, “global delivery system”, “global issues and experiences”, 
“global citizens”, “interactions between countries”, “international faculty, staff and students”). 
Another takeaway is the inclusion of international context in the curriculum and classrooms 
within the campuses classrooms (e.g. “inclusion of global units within the curriculum”, 
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“adjusting curriculum to have an international aspect”, “global content in curriculum across the 
board”, “global perspectives into teaching across the discipline”, “supporting international course 
content”, “internationalizing curriculum”).  
Survey Question 24 asked “To what extent if at all, do you see differences between 
"internationalizing" and "globalizing" community colleges? Please explain.” There were twenty-
five responses to this question, compiled in Appendix T. Nine participants did not find any 
difference between the two terms; three were “unsure”, and one typed in “NA”. The remaining 
twelve respondents generally related “globalizing” as something outside of their institutions and 
more related to the larger business and economic aspects (e.g. “global arena”, “external 
relations”, “description in terms of business and economics”, “business and lack of culture 
exchange”). However, “internationalizing” was felt to be connected to the learning environment 
of their institutions (e.g. “broadening the perspective of students in an educational setting”, “to 
infuse all aspects of the institution with an international perspective/component”, “don’t want to 
mimic global forces, we want to educate our students about them”, “internationalizing seems to 
focus on bringing together students and partnerships”).  
Survey Question 25 asked “In the last academic year (2015-2016), please describe any 
initiatives undertaken in your community college that provided international experiences for the 
students.” There were twenty-nine responses to this question. The submissions were compiled in 
Appendix U. The key theme (22 responses) was engagement with study abroad programs with 
other countries; either promoting study abroad opportunities, increasing the funding for this 
program or expanding the program to include more countries or foreign educational institutions 
exchange programs. Some unique arrangements were:  
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 “Study abroad experiences offered in 8 locations worldwide…visiting faculty (4 
 professors) from 2 countries” 
 “China Study Aboard – with scholarship assistance from a private donor; Italy Study  Abroad 
- new study abroad experience ; Hosting two Fulbright Scholars in campus - one Scholar in 
Residence from Botswana and one Foreign Language Teaching Assistant in Arabic; Hosting 
a Chinese scholar from one of our sister institutions in China, supported by a private 
donor.” 
 “Appx 10% of our students participated in short-term study abroad programs.  We also led 
credit-earning programs to Antarctica and Australia, which means our community college 
has now organized and led programs to all seven continents…” 
 “Extensive travel study scholarships,  33 visiting speaker sessions from a nearby university 
with a Humphrey's program ( we are an affiliate campus), visiting Irish band performing on 
campus and in the community, completed the first student-faculty exchange program with a 
partner institution in Mongolia” 
 “Offer study abroad and service learning programs for students to travel and learn abroad 
every summer. Participate in a Teach in China program for students to teach and live in 
China for up to 6 months.” 
 “We are building a small study abroad program:  had two students spend a semester abroad 
in a reciprocal exchange with Japan.  We were awarded a 100K Strong in the Americas 
grant to increase student exchange with SENA Colombia.  We had four faculty-led trips to:  
Spain, Oaxaca, Colombia, and Japan.” 
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 “We have a H.A.T.S program that kicked off about a year ago.  This stands for Honors 
Academic Travel Study.  This is our newest initiative, and we have hosted/will be hosting 
several trips to Costa Rica, Ireland, and Yellowstone Park.” 
Survey Question 26: “In the last five years, please describe any initiatives undertaken by 
senior management and leadership towards the internationalization efforts of your institution.” 
There were twenty-eight responses to this question, compiled in Appendix V. Senior 
management and leadership of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts took on a 
variety of roles in three key areas: administrative, student and faculty. At the administrative 
level, senior management engaged in creating leadership positions, advisory committee or 
centers; including internationalization language in mission statements, strategic plans or as 
institutional strategic priority. There was support to increase the number of international students 
on their campuses and provide funding for student study abroad or exchange programs with other 
institutions at the student level. For the faculty, senior administration was assisting in allocating 
funding for faculty professional development, travel, conferences, and internationalizing 
curriculum content. Some specific areas include:  
 “Supported the establishment of an advisory committee.  Stated an intent to develop 
international education in a recent update of our educational (long term) master plan” 
 “Engagement and support of faculty and staff travel; support of international 
partnerships and participation in Title VI initiatives and grants” 
 “Global responsibility was added to mission statement. Financial support for 
international programs” 
 “We are in year 2 of Internationalizing the Campus.  Exec Team has chosen this as one 
of the 5 Strategic Initiatives of the College. 
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 “President was 100% supportive of activities and provided funding for two students to 
participate in our statewide initiative, where we sent two students from each community 
college on a 9 day service learning trip to the Dominican Republic. Quick to approve 
ideas and initiatives to develop programs on campus and abroad.” 
 “Creation of the Senior Director, Academic Enrichment and Integrated Learning 
Position.” 
 “Goals in our strategic plan; reducing my teaching load; encouraging faculty to 
globalize courses; bringing more international students and scholars to campus” 
 “Included internationalization and global awareness in our strategic plan.  Approved 
mini-grants to support faculty and staff professional development to develop global 
competencies and/or internationalize curriculum.  Hired a study abroad program 
manager and reinstated study abroad programs.” 
Survey Question 27: “Please provide any additional comments/observations about the 
role of the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts at your institution.” There were 
sixteen responses to this question. The submissions were compiled in Appendix W. The overall 
observations made by several of the respondents were about time-intensive nature of the 
occupation (e.g. “not enough hours in the day”, “work way more than 40 hours a week”), lack of 
funding (e.g. “not enough funding for program development and support”, doesn’t even translate 
to funding a single leadership position”) and some institutional joys (e.g. “challenging but hugely 
rewarding”, “it is a huge task that can sometime be a bit daunting yet is very rewarding”) and 
concerns (“key to have administration and faculty working together”, “Takes a lot of passion and 
energy to move the whole institution in the same direction”, “it needs vision, leadership and 
support from the top to be effective”).  
94 
 
Chapter Summary 
The research study was evaluated with a discussion of each research questions (Research 
Questions 1 to 5), the accompanying survey questions and corresponding results from the 
quantitative data obtained and compiled from the online survey instrument. A summary of the five 
opened-ended responses for the Research Question 6 was described. While the response rate was 
modest, the results of this research study certainly added to the literature of internationalization 
efforts at the community colleges level. The next chapter will discuss the major observations from 
these findings, provide a comparative summary of the results against the literature reviewed in 
Chapter 2, highlight the implications and limitations of the research study, and suggest potential 
areas for future research before concluding.     
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CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY 
 
Introduction 
The findings of the study are reported in this chapter and include an overview of the 
research study, the purpose of the study, the data collection procedures, and data analysis 
methods. Subsequently, the major findings related to each of the six research questions are 
reflected, the research survey results are interpreted in the light of the literature reviewed in 
Chapter 2, and implications drawn from the study are deliberated. Lastly, the limitations and 
recommendations for future research are highlighted followed by conclusions.  
 
Overview 
 The impact of globalization cannot be ignored by higher education institutions including 
community colleges despite the changing immigration policies within the nation at the present 
moment.  Community colleges have a niche to fulfill in preparing their students to become 
globally competent graduates given the accelerating changes brought about by globalization via 
trade, travel, and technology as discussed in the literature review in chapter two. Levin (2002) 
claimed that “globalization is not a one-way process: interpretations and responses of 
organizational members, and especially key decision-makers, are influential in how globalization 
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affects an organization” (p. 71). Thus, how internal institutional constituents of higher education 
(e.g. administrators, the board of trustees, faculty, staff) response to globalization will impact 
their colleges. One possible way to expedite comprehensive internationalization on community 
college campuses is through the creation of a centralized leadership office overseen by a person-
in-charge of internationalization efforts (American Council of Education, 2012; Green & Saiya, 
2005; Harder, 2011) which brings us to the question of the role of the leader.   
The purpose of this research was to understand the role carried out by persons-in-charge 
of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The comprehension of this 
leadership role encompassed identifying and understanding profile and qualities of the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts as well as the duties and responsibilities of these 
individuals. The extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
received institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they worked on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions were also explored. This study 
added to the existing body of knowledge since little research has been conducted regarding the 
organizational and leadership focus towards campus internationalization efforts, especially at the 
community colleges level.  
 
Comparing Research Study Results with Literature Review 
The research study findings supported and expanded on the literature review. The main 
focus of this research study was to better understand the characteristics and role of persons-in-
charge of leading the campus internationalization efforts at the community college level. The key 
findings are summarized as the subheadings, and the research survey results are interpreted in the 
light of the literature reviewed in Chapter 2.   
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 Professional Profile of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
One of the key findings relates to the nature of the professional profile of persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts at community colleges. For instance, the respondents to the 
research study indicated that while the duties carried out were similar, they held a variety of job 
titles (See Table 4.2) ranging from “Counselor”, “International Program Manager”, “Associate 
Director”, “Senior Director, International Programs”, “Faculty and Department Chair”, 
“Executive Director” and so forth.  The many job titles affirmed the need to standardize the title 
and use a generic term like “persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts” (as 
explained in Chapter 1) for this research study. The different titles also reflected the evolving 
title, position, and responsibilities of this leadership position at the present time since each title 
focused on only certain aspects of internationalization efforts rather than a consistent and 
comprehensive internationalization at their respective community colleges. The literature 
(Biddle, 2002; Brustein, 2009; Dessoff, 2010; Kratochvil & Stephenson, 2015; West, 2014) also 
indicated that this evolving process was felt by the universities when they initially embarked on 
creating and defining this leadership position to oversee their infantile institutional 
internationalization efforts and only lately have been consolidated to the title of “Senior 
International Officer” as a common designation.  
Secondly, the results show that most of the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts are relatively new to this role as 18.4% of the respondents have less 
than five years of experience in higher education administration (Survey Question 9). 
Accordingly, there may be a need to provide professional development funding and opportunities 
targeted to these newer persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts and focus on the 
top five primary responsibilities (Survey Question 13) identified by the participants in this 
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research study: “Strategic Planning and Internationalization” (67.5%), “Institutional Relations 
and Linkages” (66.7%), “Represent Institution in International Dealings” (66.7%), “International 
Admissions and Recruitment” (64.5%), and “Study Abroad and Exchange Programs” (61.9%).  
In addition, the results of the research study also show that persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts at community colleges most likely have multiple roles. For example, 
about two-fifths of the participants (42%) dedicated “between 0% to 20%” of their time to 
campus internationalization efforts and supervised some “Full Time Staff” (27.9%) and “Part 
Time Faculty” (24.1%) than other personnel like “Full Time Faculty”, “Part Time Staff” and 
“Student Assistants” (Survey Questions 6 and 7). This finding highlights that the office overseen 
by each person-in-charge of internationalization efforts is part of this individual’s full-time 
(88%) or part-time (6%) load and had different composition of personnel. Consequently, 
persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges may not be able to 
oversee all aspects of comprehensive internationalization, unlike the universities that had 
multiple offices and more personnel sharing responsibilities for the different dimensions of 
internationalization (e.g. study aboard activities, international faculty, and students). This 
observation is consistent with the finding reported by the American Council of Education (2012) 
when comparing community college and universities.   
 
 Personal Qualities of Persons-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
Another key finding of this study showed a remarkable consistency in the participants’ 
perceptions of the knowledge, skills, experiences, and personal qualities and characteristics of 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts (Survey Question 16). Given that the 
respondents were spread across the nation and the survey instrument was online, the uniform 
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response reflected the first national study looking at professional and personal traits unique to 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts in community colleges. A similar study 
is conducted by the Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA, 2014), but the 
focus is on “Senior International Officers” (the equivalent of persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts) in research universities, master’s and baccalaureate institutions.  
The responses to the general qualities (Knowledge, Skills, Personal Qualities and 
Characteristics, Experience) indicate that the leadership position occupied by the persons-in-
charge of internationalization efforts requires some specific astuteness. The most valued 
knowledge areas (Survey Question 17) identified by the respondents were “Current World 
Affairs” (88.4%,) and “International Issues in Higher Education” (86%), while the most 
significant experience (Survey Question 18) was “Overseas Travel” (90.7%). The most 
important skills (Survey Question 19) identified by all the respondents (100%) were “Written 
Communications”, “Interpersonal Communications”, and “Intercultural Competence.” This was 
followed by “Advocacy” (97.7%), “Oral Communication” (97.7%) and “Networking” (97.6%). 
Lastly, the most valued and important personal qualities (Survey Question 20) in persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts was “Energy or Passion” (100%) with the next top 
four personal characteristics being “Creativity”, “Vision”, “Self-confidence” and “Flexibility” 
(all at 97.7%).  
Based on the survey results, the type of individual best qualified to fill in the person-in-
charge of internationalization efforts position could be one who is aware of what 
internationalization in community colleges entails, has management experience, is articulate and 
is highly motivated.  Awareness of both professional and personal attributes (about the profile of 
persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts) by both the community college administrators 
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and potential applicants is essential during the recruitment of individuals overseeing this 
leadership position. This need is advocated by the “human resource frame” of Bolman and Deal 
(2013) whereby “people and organizations need each other” such that “organization needs ideas, 
energy, and talent; people need careers, salaries, and opportunities” (p. 117). Charles and 
Deardorff (2014) also noted that attention to these important hiring criteria was also absent at the 
university level as well:  
“Sadly, the hiring decisions for the senior international officer position that we have 
witnessed over the years have demonstrated a widespread lack of understanding of what 
this challenging position demands and who might be best suited to play this role. In fact, 
more often than not, it seems that university decision makers believe that no special 
training or expertise is needed for the role. … There is no question that the time has come 
for presidents to recognize the need for senior university leadership in the area of 
international education, and just as importantly, to seek a competent and experienced 
senior international officer to lead this division.” (p.2).  
Besides internal administrators and external community members, the persons-in-charge 
of campus internationalization efforts also work with faculty, staff and students – all of which 
may have differing motivations to engage in the campus internationalization endeavor. Bolman 
and Deal (2008) championed as one of the “political frame” assumptions that “coalition 
members have enduring differences in values, beliefs, information, interests, and perceptions of 
reality” (p. 194-5). The persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts, thus, need to 
understand the importance of “knowing his (or her internal and external) community” (Bennis, 
2009, p. 74), in order to be the bridge to “bring out the best in their constituents” (Kouzes and 
Posner, 2012, p. 277) to be successful as a leader of campus internationalization efforts. Since, 
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“leadership is a relationship” (Bennis, 2009; Kouzes & Posner, 2012), both the persons-in-charge 
of the internationalization office and the other internal constituents (e.g. administrators, faculty, 
staff, and students) need to have the essential understanding of teamwork in order to progress 
successfully in the campus internationalization endeavor. And this is only productive and 
effective when all players are competent in their personal and professional qualities demanded 
by their respective positions, including the persons-in-charge of the campus internationalization 
efforts.  
Thus, having an idea about the knowledge, skills, experiences, and personal qualities and 
characteristics of persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts helps in the 
recruitment of future leaders overseeing this internationalization office. The information can also 
aid in the evaluation of existing persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at the 
community colleges to see if there is a “good fit” between the international aspirations of the 
institutions and the professional and personal traits of the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts (Bennis, 2009; Bolman & Deal, 2013; Kouzes & Posner, 2012).   
 
Leadership Position of Persons-In-Charge of Internationalization Efforts  
A third key finding from the research study results is understanding the participants’ 
leadership position in the overall organizational structure of their community colleges. For 
example, identifying both primary and secondary roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges helped to fulfill one of the 
“human resource frame” assumptions espoused by Bolman and Deal (2013) about ensuring a 
“good fit” between the requirements of the leadership position and the individual to be employed 
(p. 117). The study highlighted that the participants are engaged in key primary roles like 
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involvement in strategic planning about internationalization, institutional relations and 
representation in international associations as well as secondary roles like international service 
learning and internships, and curriculum internationalization. Thus, the respondents’ 
responsibilities involved more than looking at recruiting international students or facilitating 
study abroad and exchange programs.  
In the absence of a person-in-charge (or a centralized leader) of campus 
internationalization efforts, the literature also reflected that isolated individuals from different 
departments (e.g. Admissions department overseeing international students, and separate 
Academic departments engaging in study abroad and exchange programs) oversaw roles and 
responsibilities on an irregular basis at community colleges (Charles & Deardorff, 2014; Dessoff, 
2010; Kratochvil & Stephenson, 2015). Such ad-hoc and isolated attempts did not result in the 
intended outcome of comprehensive, and thus, successful internationalization of the community 
colleges. Bolman and Deal (2013) explained that “when the fit between individuals and 
(community college) is poor, one or both suffer” since “individuals are exploited or exploit the 
organization – or both become victims” (p. 117). 
Secondly, the difference in the reporting structure to supervisors holding different job 
titles (e.g. “Deans”, “Vice President for Academic Affairs”, and “Provost”) is another area that 
could be defined more concretely once the developing/emerging (title, position, and 
responsibilities) leadership position of the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts at the community colleges is crystallized over time. This observation is in line with the 
literature review (Dessoff, 2010; Kratochvil & Stephenson 2015). The nature of the development 
of this leadership position focusing on internationalization efforts in the overall vertical and 
lateral organizational structure of the community colleges is cognizant of the “structural 
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framework” of Bolman and Deal (2013) since “organizations exist to achieve established goals 
and objectives” (p. 47).  
Given that only a quarter oversaw internal advisory board (Survey Question 15) and two-
fifths did not oversee any type of internal/external advisory board, the finding illuminates a gap 
whereby the participants may be unable to network with employers outside of the institutions 
about understanding emerging hiring/workforce needs in meeting international skill sets 
respectively as advocated by Brustein (2009, 2007). The loophole is important in understanding 
and addressing to ensure that “suitable forms of coordination and control ensure that diverse 
efforts of individuals and units mesh” (p. 47) as advocated by Bolman’s and Deal’s (2013) 
“structural frame” assumption. In addition, the absence of either horizontal or vertical (or both) 
communications and interactions channels by the participants may prevent them (as persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts) from obtaining the buy-in from other internal 
constituents. Therefore, the results of this study along with current literature (American Council 
on Education, 2012; Biddle, 2002; Green & Siaya, 2005; Dellow, 2007; Harder, 2011) indicate 
support for both the centralized administrative office and leadership position overseen by the 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at their community colleges. Both the 
office and the leadership position enable persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts in 
bringing together and working with the different coalitions (internal, external or both).  
Hence, the office and position held by the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts are imperative for comprehensive campus internationalization in the overall 
organizational and governance frameworks at the community colleges (American Council of 
Education, 2012; Green & Siaya, 2005; Harder, 2011).   
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 Senior Administrative Support for Persons-In-Charge of Internationalization 
Efforts 
 The fourth key finding from the research study results highlight the twenty supporting 
areas (Survey Question 21) that senior administration can provide assistance to the participants 
from the standpoint of purely administrative, administrative support for students and 
administrative support for faculty, and the nine challenging areas (Survey Question 22) that the 
respondents are currently experiencing. Both the supporting and challenging areas could provide 
a roadmap for the senior administrators of community colleges by highlighting gaps that need 
more attention, policy review, funding or other areas of tangible/intangible support they can 
provide to help the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts in particular and the 
Colleges in general, be more successful in this internationalization endeavor.  
All three sub-sections reflected the “structural frame” assumption of Bolman and Deal 
(2013) since “organizations increase efficiency and enhance performance through specialization 
and appropriate division of labor” (p. 47). The finding supports one of the “symbolic frame” 
assumptions of Bolman and Deal (2008) whereby senior administrators are in the position to 
initiate an organizational culture excited about campus internationalization efforts to 
communicate the “organization’s core ideology, or sense of purpose, into an image of the future” 
(p. 255). These findings also supported the study results of Green and Siaya (2005) that looked at 
“highly active” vs. “less active” community colleges in the overall internationalization of their 
institutions in six dimensions: “articulated commitment, academic offerings, organizational 
infrastructure, external funding, institutional investment in faculty and international students and 
student programs” (p. 22-23). Green and Siaya (2005) concluded that the “highly active” 
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community colleges were comparatively more engaged in the both senior administrative and 
student support areas than the “less active” ones.  
The most administrative support for faculty (as reflected in Table 4.11c) focused on 
“Funding International Academic Travel for Faculty and Staff” (37.5%), yet an equal number of 
respondents reported a lack of support in this area. Thus, exploring the characteristics of 
community colleges that seem to find relatively stronger support (although only at 37.5%) in 
future studies is recommended. In addition, the least supported area by the respondents’ 
administration for faculty was “Providing Financial Incentives for Curriculum 
Internationalization” (62.5%). Both faculty support areas are crucial for senior administration to 
look into especially if faculty buy-in is a top priority to assist (other internal administrators, staff, 
and students) in spearheading the internationalization efforts. The findings affirm similar 
observations about relatively lower faculty support for travel abroad and on-campus 
opportunities (e.g. workshops) at community colleges relative to universities made by the 
American Council of Education (2012, p. 15) project called “Mapping Internationalization on 
U.S. Campuses” project that surveyed colleges and universities about their internationalization 
efforts in 2001, 2006 and 2011. Brennan and Dellow (2013) reportedly put the onus on 
community college senior leaders, like the boards of trustees and college presidents, to take 
ownership and invest in a “full-time chief international officer” to spearhead the colleges’ 
internationalization efforts (p. 30 & p. 34).  Charles and Deardorff (2014) also held the college 
presidents accountable for this lack of support:  
“Notwithstanding the broad, urgent, and complex nature of comprehensive campus 
internationalization, too often college presidents do not allocate the financial resources it 
requires. Centers for international education are therefore generally barely able to keep 
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up with providing the minimum of services; more often than not, they lack the human or 
financial resources to pursue more strategic objectives that actually position colleges to 
take advantage of the opportunities globalization offers.” (p.1). 
 Given that the current research study was conducted at a time where the U.S. economy 
was responding to the shifting immigration policies, epidemic health concerns and worldwide 
acts of terrorism alongside diminishing budgets and anemic economy (given the recent 2007 
Great Recession) that impacted community colleges, the respondents affirmed the uneven 
interest and focus given by senior administrators of community colleges to internationalization 
efforts as reported in the literature by American Council on Education ( 2012), Green and Siaya 
(2005), Harder (2011), Raby and Valeau (2007), and Treat and Hagedorn (2013). If community 
colleges want their graduates to be globally competent to take full advantage of globalization, 
then the challenges identified by this group need to be looked into and addressed by the senior 
administrations of the community colleges.  
 
Personal Narratives of Persons-In-Charge of Internationalization Efforts 
 Responses to open-ended survey questions about the definition of “internationalization”, 
and the perceived difference between “internationalization” and” globalization” supported the 
literature especially that of Knight (2001, 2003, 2004, 2013, see Table 2.1), Altback and Knight 
(2007) and Parker and Camicia (2009). The authors affirmed that the “internationalization” 
terminology in higher education institutions including community colleges was organic and 
constantly redefined within the educational context since the factors and features of 
internationalization efforts were similar between the colleges, but with slightly varying 
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interpretations and motivations from the socio-economic impact of globalization in their local 
economies.  
The current internationalization efforts trend was engagement with study abroad 
programs with other countries; either promoting study abroad opportunities, increasing the 
funding for this program or expanding the program to include more countries or foreign 
educational institutions exchange programs. At the administrative level, senior management 
engaged in creating leadership positions, advisory committee or centers; including 
internationalization language in mission statements, strategic plans or as an institutional strategic 
priority. There was a support to increase the number of international students on their campuses 
and provide funding for student study abroad or exchange programs with other institutions at the 
student level. For the faculty, the senior administration was assisting in allocating funding for 
faculty professional development, travel, conferences, and internationalizing curriculum content.  
The responses highlighted how engagements in the different elements of 
internationalization efforts – administrative protocol and staffing, funding support, exchange 
programs, curriculum content – brought together different constituents (administrators, students, 
staff and faculty) at the community colleges through the leadership of the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts. The finding highlights another one of the “human resource frame” 
assumptions of Bolman and Deal (2013) about how “a good fit benefits both individuals find 
meaningful and satisfying work, and organizations get the talent and energy they need to 
succeed” (p. 117) in the campus internationalization efforts.  
Thus, the key findings from the research study helped to expand and add to the existing 
literature review. Out of 51 respondents (for Survey Question 2), 31.4% participants were from 
“Urban” institutions; 25.5% from “Suburban” community colleges, while 17.7% were from 
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“Rural” institutions (The remaining 25.4% of the participants either did not know their 
classification or had other combinations) which also makes the results generalizable. The results 
are also in line with the study by Harder (2011) who concluded from her research that there was 
an overall low level of internationalization whether or not the community colleges were 
classified as urban, suburban and rural institutions, with the rural community colleges having the 
lowest levels. Moreover, the finding from this research study can help community colleges that 
are not currently engaged in any campus internationalization efforts and/or are not highly active 
in the internationalization process. At the very least, these results may profile a desirable 
internationalization leader who can assist (less active or non-participating) community colleges 
senior administrators to oversee the campus internationalization efforts at their institutions. That 
is, engaging in the internationalization efforts via such high caliber individuals may assist 
institutions to prepare their students for the increasingly inclusive impact of globalization.  Green 
(2007) aptly stressed a unique but increasingly important niche that community colleges cannot 
ignore, to ensure global awareness and proficiency of its graduates from their campuses:  
“Community colleges have an important role to play in furthering the internationalizing 
of U.S. higher education. With 52 percent of first-year students enrolled in community 
colleges, global learning at the postsecondary level must begin there. For those students 
whose education ends with their community college experience, community colleges are 
likely to constitute the only formal academic opportunity to learn about other countries, 
culture, and global trends. For those students who do transfer to four-year institutions, the 
two-year institution may still furnish the majority of students’ global learning.” (p. 16) 
Hence, the key findings and analysis reflected from the literature review provided 
insights in understanding the profiles, qualities, duties, challenges and support of existing 
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persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at community colleges. The discussion can also 
help both active and less active community colleges gain a better understanding of this 
leadership position to respond to internationalization aspirations at their own institutions more 
effectively. 
Limitations of this Study  
 The information gathered for and from this research study provided a preliminary finding 
from the perspectives of individuals overseeing the role of persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts at the community college institutions. While there are research studies 
on faculty perceptions (Clark, 2013) and student affairs administrators’ role (Burdzinksi, 2014) 
in internationalization at community colleges, there is no prior study about the emerging 
leadership role of persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at these institutions. 
However, the results also have some limitations. For example, the participants in this study 
consisted of members of two national organizations only: Community Colleges for International 
Development and California Colleges for International Education. Hence, this purposive 
sampling provided only a snapshot of community colleges leaders (representative participants) 
involved in campus internationalization efforts and therefore may not be relatively generalizable 
to all community colleges nationally. That is, while the results of this survey may be 
generalizable to community colleges whose members participated in this survey, the findings 
may not be applicable to community colleges that were not a part of either national organization.  
 The findings may also be limited by relatively low response rate and representation of 
participats across the nation. For example, of the total population size of 224, there were 66 
respondents resulting in a low participation rate of 29.5% representing only twenty states.  
Expanding the outreach to all fifty states would have expanded the population and sample sizes 
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that may have provided a better representation and thereby expanding the generalizability of the 
findings. Since a majority of the participants were from California (28.89%, Table 4.1), the 
results of the survey may be skewed towards the characteristics unique to that state. Community 
colleges not represented in this study may have better (or worse) or more (or less) leadership 
initiatives towards campus internationalization efforts that are unknown and cannot be 
confirmed. Thus, more similar studies are needed to confirm or refute these findings and provide 
support and emerging benchmarks to assist community college senior administrators as they 
include and structure their institutions for campus internationalization undertakings.    
The 29.5% response rate reflected 70.5% non-response rate, suggesting a non-response 
bias. Sax, Gilmartin and Bryant (2003) defined “non-response bias” as the “bias that exists when 
respondents to a survey are different from those who did not respond in terms of demographics 
or attitudinal variables” (p. 411). The comparatively high non-response rate illuminates the 
inclination of bias into the survey results since it is not possible to learn what the majority of 
members from CCID and CCIE thought about the role of persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts at community colleges. However, Sax, Gilmartin and Bryant (2003) 
also found from their research that the lowest response rates were from Internet-only surveys 
(17.1% response rate for non-incentive Web-only surveys; 19.8%, incentivized Web-only 
surveys) compared to only hard copy surveys (22.0%), and hard copy surveys with an option of 
completing the survey online (24.0%) (p. 417) given the convenience, popularity and high 
frequency usage of this online survey instrument. In addition, Johnson and Christensen (2012) 
reasoned that a “sample might still be biased…even when the response rate is high because the 
kinds of people who drop out of the sample might be different from the kinds of people who 
remain in the sample” (p. 219). Therefore, despite the smaller sample size and the potential non-
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response bias, the findings from this research study may still be generalizable to other 
community colleges that match the participants’ demographics and other similar characteristics 
of community colleges.   
Lastly, the results of the data collection were accurate only to the extent that the 
participants’ responses to the online survey questions were honest, complete and understood as 
intended by the researcher. The one-time online survey availability for each participant did not 
provide the respondents’ any opportunity to seek clarification should they not fully understand 
any of the survey questions.  
 
Recommendations for Future Research  
Both the existing literature and the findings of this study underscore the need for further 
research in understanding the evolution of comprehensive campus internationalization efforts at 
the community colleges. The intent of this research was to understand the role carried out by 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The role 
encompassed identifying and understanding the profile and qualities of the persons-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts as well as the duties and responsibilities associated with the 
job profile of these individuals. The extent to which the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts received institutional support and the challenges they faced while 
working on the internationalization initiatives on their respective institutions were also 
examined. Based on the findings of this preliminary study, the following recommendaitons along 
with reasons are made that needs to be addressed in future research studies:  
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1. Conduct a qualitative research study by interviewing the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization from community colleges representing different Carnegie 
classifications. This may provide an understanding of the unique strengths and challenges 
of the major groups (urban, suburban and rural community colleges) as well as offer 
insights to other equivalent community colleges aiming to embark, intensify or spearhead 
campus internationalization efforts at their institutions.  For example, what 
programs/initiatives are working in the urban community colleges that can be easily 
adopted by the suburban community colleges; what challenges are faced by rural 
community colleges that can be addressed by looking up to the suburban/urban 
institutions; are there differences in outcomes if the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts works full-time vs. part-time vs. or partial job assignment 
amongst others.   
2. Conduct a mixed method research study by using the survey questions 13, 21, and 22 (of 
research questions 2, 4 and 5) as an online survey that is given separately to the senior 
leadership of community colleges (e.g. board of trustees, presidents, vice-presidents) and 
the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts to rank the primary and 
secondary roles and responsibilities, and indicate the supporting and challenging areas. 
This may offer a snapshot if there is a match (or mismatch) of expectations between the 
actual practitioners of campus internationalization efforts and senior leadership. For 
example, are the top three primary roles (e.g. strategic planning, institutional relations, 
represent institution in international settings) carried out by the persons-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts the same as envisioned by the senior administrators or would 
they like the persons-in-charge to oversee other areas (e.g. international admissions and 
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recruitment, study abroad and exchange programs, faculty-led programs)?  And after the 
data collection and analysis, conduct focus group meetings between the senior leadership 
participants and the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts to deliberate 
the findings and exchange ideas for further support.  
3. The human resources department of each community college and/or the two national 
organizations (CCID and CCIE) could focus on potential development opportunities and 
programs that can help to shape or sharpen the professional qualities of the persons-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts especially in knowledge areas, experiences 
and skills sets unique to this leadership position as highlighted in survey questions 16, 17, 
18, 19, and 20. Surveying human resources personnel and/or the officials at CCID and 
CCIE can highlight the professional development support received by (and/or training 
gaps that need to be addressed for) the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts.  
4. Given the success of internationalization efforts at the university level (American Council 
on Education, 2012), a quantitative study can be conducted to understand joint 
internationalization efforts (an example of the vertical integration) between universities 
and community colleges that can be tapped into or replicated by other higher education 
institutions. This can be an added impetus to share the benefits of internationalization like 
increase leverage on study board, exchange programs, recruitment of international 
students between the two types of institutions to meet their immediate local community 
needs.  
5. Conduct a longitudinal study to see the change in the role of persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts at the community colleges over time. This will be similar to 
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the “Survey of SIO Professions” conducted by Association of International Education 
Administrators (AIEA, 2014) for the universities in 2006, 2012 and 2014.    
 
Conclusion 
Community colleges can no longer deny the impact of internationalization on their 
students despite their local open-access missions as underscored by the literature review that 
reflected a sketchy and sporadic attempts towards internationalization by community colleges 
across the nation overtime. Altback and Knight (2007) noted that “internationalism will remain a 
central force in higher education, though its contours are unclear” because “ the long-term trends 
are strong and stable, but several uncertainties may affect the pace of internationalization” (p. 
303). The uncertainties include shifting national immigration policies amidst national security 
concerns, economic performance, global events, and technological outreach.  This research study 
does add to the existing body of knowledge since little research has been conducted regarding 
organizational and leadership focus towards campus internationalization efforts, especially at the 
community colleges level.  
This study was an examination of the emerging and evolving leadership role of the 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts at these institutions. One can conclude 
from the research findings that the profile and designation of the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts are still developing, given the varying titles the respondents had and 
different supervisors to whom they reported. Furthermore, the results indicate that the major 
roles and responsibilities carried out by these leaders were beyond only overseeing international 
students and encouraging their own students to engage in study abroad and/or exchange 
programs. The duties included bringing together senior administrators, faculty, and students via 
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strategic planning, institutional relations, and collaborations through internal/external advisory 
boards, and faculty policies affecting curriculum internationalization amongst others.  
The study findings also highlights the unique personal and professional qualities deemed 
important in the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts. Expertise in specific 
knowledge areas, experiences and skill sets as well as personal characteristics embodied by the 
persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts were distinctive to the leadership 
success of these individuals. These qualities cannot be ignored by the community colleges’ 
administrators when designating or recruiting individuals to oversee this leadership position. 
In addition, the study findings indicates that the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts cannot work in isolation. They need senior administrative support to 
be able to work for, and with other administrators, students and faculty within the community 
colleges. There are also unique challenges faced by the persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts that senior administration needs to be aware of to offer further 
assistance.  The research also points out that the definition of “internationalization” and 
“globalization” by the persons-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts is organic as the 
impact and influence of globalization evolves over time with changes in technology and socio-
economic events in countries worldwide.  
Hence, comprehending the role of existing persons-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts in community colleges helps to understand the unique profile, roles, 
and responsibilities as well as professional and personal qualities embodied by these leaders. It 
also enables senior leadership of the institutions to understand the kind of support required and 
challenges faced by such individuals to ensure comprehensive internationalization efforts take 
off and are successful at their respective community colleges.   
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APPENDIX A 
PERMISSION TO USE TABLE: KNIGHT, JANE 
 
From: Jane knight <janeknight@sympatico.ca> 
Date: Wed, Feb 22, 2017 at 5:29 PM 
Subject: RE: Requesting Permission to Use Table from an Article 
To: Sunita Kumari <sunitak@mail.usf.edu> 
 
Dear Sunita  
I am so pleased to hear about your dissertation research.  It is very important that more research is being done on 
community colleges.  I might have my GA contact you for more information as we are trying to incorporate more 
references into my one of my courses on what is happening at the college level re internationalization.   
I assume that the table you are referring to is the one that addresses the Evolution of internationalization terms.  I 
am very pleased to give you permission to use it in your dissertation with the appropriate references.  
With all good wishes 
Jane Knight  
From: Sunita Kumari [mailto:sunitak@mail.usf.edu]  
Sent: February 21, 2017 2:28 PM 
To: janeknight@sympatico.ca; jane.knight@utoronto.ca 
Subject: Requesting Permission to Use Table from an Article 
Good morning Dr. Knight,  
I am a doctoral student in the higher education program at the University of South Florida. I am completing a 
dissertation study that has connections to the leadership aspects of your research article.    
The purpose of my dissertation research is to understand the leadership role carried out by person‐in‐charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges in the United States. The role encompasses identifying 
and understanding the person‐in‐charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as 
duties and responsibilities of these individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person‐in‐
charge of campus internationalization efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they 
faced as they work on the internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions. Thus, I am writing to you 
to seek your permission to use the table highlighting how the terminology of internationalization has evolved in 
my literature review chapter:  
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Knight, J, (2013). The changing landscape of higher education internationalization – for better or worse? 
Perspectives Policy and Practice in Higher Education, 17(3), pp. 86. 
I have cited the appropriate credits to you in my dissertation, but need a written approval for the use of the table 
by the university. Kindly consider.  
Thank you for your assistance with my research study. 
Do reply.   
Best regards, Sunita 
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APPENDIX B 
SURVEY QUESTIONS 
Research Question 1: What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts in their community colleges?   
 
Please select the appropriate response:  
 
1. Institution Region:  
o Southeast region 
o Northeast region 
o Midwest region 
o Southwest Region 
o West region 
 
2. State: __________________ 
 
3. What is your title? 
o Vice President  
o Associate/Assistant Vice President 
o Dean 
o Director 
o International Coordinator 
o International Officer 
o International Specialist  
o Others (Please specify):____________________________ 
 
4. Your position is  
o Full-time 
o Part-time  
o Others (Please specify):____________________________ 
 
5. How many employees report to you?  
   0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
o Full Time Faculty 
o Full Time Staff 
o Part Time Faculty 
o Part Time Staff 
o Student Assistants 
 
6. What is your higher educational qualifications? 
o Doctoral Degree  
o Professional Degree 
o Master’s Degree 
o Bachelor’s Degree 
o Associate’s Degree 
Others (Please specify):___________________ 
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7. Years of Experience in Higher Education Administration: 
o 5 years or less 
o 6-15 years 
o 16-25 years 
o 26 years or more 
 
8. Do you currently hold a tenured position at your institution?  
o Yes 
o No 
 
9. If you hold an academic rank position at your college, what is your title? 
o Professor 
o Associate Professor 
o Assistant Professor 
o Instructor/Lecturer 
o None or N/A 
o Others (Please specify): _________________ 
 
10. Gender:    
o Female 
o Male 
 
11. Age:  
o Under 35 years 
o 36-45 years 
o 46-55 years 
o 56 years or more 
Research Question 2: How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges define 
“campus internationalization”? 
 
Please explain your response to the questions below: 
12. What do you believe it means to “internationalize” a community college? Please explain. 
13. Do you believe community colleges should be thinking about “internationalizing the campuses” or 
“globalizing their campuses”?  
(What would be the difference between the two terms at the campus level?) Please explain. 
14. Why should community colleges join this effort?  (Or why do you believe it is important to internationalize 
community colleges?) Please explain. 
15. In what ways has your college moved to provide a more international or global experience for students in the 
last academic year? Please explain. 
16. Based on your experience and going beyond your own institution, how have you seen the management and 
leadership for international activities change in the last five years? Please explain. 
Research Question 3: What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts 
at their community college? 
 
Please select the appropriate response: 
17. Please check each item below that is part of your roles and responsibilities as SIO as either “primary”, 
“secondary”, or N/A for “not applicable”.  
                    Primary Secondary             N/A 
 Institutional Relations and Linkages 
 Strategic planning for internalization 
 Study Abroad and Exchange programs 
 Branch Campuses 
 Dual Degrees 
 Represent Institution in National Dealings 
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 Represent Institution in International Dealings 
 International Student/Scholar Affairs 
 Community Outreach and Engagement 
 International Training 
 Faculty/Staff Development  
 Curriculum Internationalization 
 Area or International or Foreign Language Studies 
 Faculty-Led Programs 
 International Admissions and Recruitment 
 Co-curricular Programming 
 International Service  Learning and Internships 
 Risk Management  
 Virtual Exchanges (Linking Classroom between Countries) 
 Others (Please specify): ________________________________ 
 
18. To whom do you report? 
o President, Chancellor or CEO 
o Vice President for Academic Affairs 
o Vice President for Student Affairs 
o Dean 
o Provost 
o Others (Please specify): ________________________ 
 
 
19. Do you oversee an Internationalization Advisory Board for your institution? 
o I oversee an External Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee an Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee both External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee a Combined External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I do not have any International Advisory Board 
o Others (Please specify):________________________ 
 
20. Are you or your institution a member of these organizations? Please check all that apply:  
o AAC: Association of American Colleges 
o AACC: American Association of Community Colleges 
o AAC&U: American Association of Colleges and Universities 
o AAHE:  American Association of Higher Education 
o AASCU: American Association of State Colleges and Universities 
o AAU: American Association of Universities 
o ACE: American Council on Education 
o AIEA: Association of International Education Administrators 
o APLU: Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 
o CCID: Community Colleges for International Development 
o CCIE: California College for International Education 
o CIEE: Council on International Education Exchange 
o EAIE: European Association for International Education 
o Forum on Education Abroad 
o IAU: International Association of Universities 
o IIE: Institute of International Education 
o ISA: International Studies Association 
o NAFSA: Association of International Educators 
o NASPA: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education 
o NCISPA: National Committee of International Studies and Program Administrators 
o Nil 
o Others (Please specify):______________________________ 
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Research Question 4: What qualities are deemed important in the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at 
community colleges? 
 
Please rate each of the following objects on a rating scale of 1-5, where 1 is “not at all important” and 5 is “very 
important.”   
 
21. Which do you feel is most important to being successful in the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts position?  
  Not Important       Very Important 
   1  2      3      4           5 
o Knowledge 
o Experience 
o Skills 
o Personal Qualities and Characteristics 
 
22. Which knowledge areas are most important for the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
position? 
  Not Important       Very Important 
   1  2      3      4         5 
 International issues in higher education 
 Current world affairs 
 Cross-cultural theories & methods 
 Academic discipline 
 Business principles & practices 
 Higher education theories & methods 
 Country-specific knowledge  
 Comparative education 
 Legal knowledge 
 
        23. What experience is most important to carrying out the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts position? 
   Not Important       Very Important  
    1  2      3      4           5 
 Overseas travel 
 Overseas living 
 Managing an organization 
 Managing budget/finance 
 Protocol 
 Academic teaching 
 Academic research 
 Academic administration 
 
         24. What skills are most important to carrying out the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts 
position? 
   Not Important       Very Important 
    1  2      3     4          5 
 Advocacy 
 Public relations 
 Marketing 
 Oral communication 
 Written communication 
 Negotiation 
 Interpersonal skills 
 Networking 
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 Second Language 
 Technology 
 Intercultural competence 
 Planning and visioning 
 
25. Which individual (personal) characteristics are most important to carrying out the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts position? 
  Not Important       Very Important 
   1  2      3      4          5 
 Creativity 
 Entrepreneurship 
 Vision 
 Energy or passion 
 Focus 
 Self-confidence 
 Flexibility 
 Pragmatism 
 Sense of Humor 
 Sociability 
 
26. What other knowledge, skills, experiences, or personal characteristics have you found valuable in your work 
as a person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts?  
 
Research Question 5: How much support do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts receive from their 
senior administrators? 
 
Please rate each of the following objects on a rating scale of 1-5, where 1 is “Least Support” and 5 is “Most Support”.
    
 
27. What support do you receive from senior administration at their institutions? 
   Least Support                  Most Support 
    1  2  3  4  5 
 Communicating an institutional global vision 
 Initiating policies that enhance global thinking and action 
 Increasing visibility of international focus on institution’s website 
 Creating a balance mix between global and local outreach 
 Funding a high level administrative position for international activities 
 Initiating fundraising campaigns to support internationalization 
 Aligning organizational resources with institution global strategies 
 Monitoring the institution’s international activities and programs  
 Fostering global recruitment to attract the best students 
 Motivating students to participate in study abroad programs 
 Requiring students to take courses with international content 
 Requiring foreign language credits for undergraduate students  
 Expanding the International collection at the institution library 
 Promoting intercultural interactions among students 
 Providing financial incentives for curriculum internationalization 
 Funding faculty participation in international teaching and research 
 Recruiting international faculty and staff 
 Promoting faculty engagement in campus internationalization 
 Providing training in cross-cultural communication for faculty and staff 
 Funding international academic travel for faculty and staff 
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Research Question 6: What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts face in 
internationalizing their community college?   
 
Please rate each of the following objects on a rating scale of 1-5, where 1 is “Least Challenging and 5 is “Most 
Challenging. 
 
28. What are the challenges you face in achieving internationalization in your institution as SIO? 
  Least Challenging                         Most Challenging 
   1      2  3  4  5 
 Lack of administrative support 
 Lack of faculty involvement 
 Lack of student involvement 
 Lack of economic resources 
 Lack of planning and coordination 
 Lack of international regulations and quality assurance 
 Lack of partnership with foreign universities 
 Lack of government support 
 Lack of interest in general at the institution 
 
29. What is the next internationalization efforts at your institution in the coming academic year?   
 
30. Other comments/observations you wish to make about the International Officer’s role in the 
internationalization efforts of your institution.  
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APPENDIX C 
SURVEY QUESTIONS CORRESPONDING TO RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Research Question 1: What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-charge of internationalization 
efforts in their community colleges? 
Source:  
1. Sullivan, J. (2011). Global Leadership in higher education administration: Perspectives on 
internationalization by University Presidents, Vice-Presidents and Deans. Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations, University of South Florida; FL. Retrieved from http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/3370 
2. Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) survey: “2014 Survey of the Senior 
International Officers Profession” 
Analysis:  Quantitative analysis/descriptive – mode, mean, standard deviation  
Survey Questions Remarks 
1. Institution Region:  
o Southeast region 
o Northeast region 
o Midwest region 
o Southwest Region 
o West region 
 
2. State: __________________ 
 
3. What is your title? 
o Vice President  
o Associate/Assistant Vice President 
o Dean 
o Director 
o International Coordinator 
o International Officer 
o International Specialist  
o Others (Please specify):____________________________ 
 
4. Your position is  
o Full-time 
o Part-time  
o Others (Please specify):____________________________ 
 
 
5. How many employees report to you?  
   0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
o Full Time Faculty 
o Full Time Staff 
o Part Time Faculty 
o Part Time Staff 
o Student Assistants 
 
Adopted from 
source 1/p.194: 
 
Qn. 12  7 
Qn. 13. 11 
Qn. 14  10 
 
Adopted from 
source 2:  
Qn. 1  2 
Qn. 8  3 
(modified to 
suit CC) 
Qn. 15  5 
(modified to 
Likert Scale 
and removed 
“others”)  
Qn. 34  6 
(modified) 
Qn. 40  8 
Qn. 41  9 
 
Qns.1 & 4  
new questions 
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6. What is your highest educational qualification? 
o Doctoral Degree  
o Professional Degree 
o Master’s Degree 
o Bachelor’s Degree 
o Associate’s Degree 
Others (Please specify):___________________ 
 
7. Years of Experience in Higher Education Administration: 
o 5 years or less 
o 6-15 years 
o 16-25 years 
o 26 years or more 
 
8. Do you currently hold a tenured position at your institution?  
o Yes 
o No 
 
9. If you hold an academic rank position at your college, what is your title? 
o Professor 
o Associate Professor 
o Assistant Professor 
o Instructor/Lecturer 
o None or N/A 
o Others (Please specify): _________________ 
 
10. Gender:    
o Female 
o Male 
 
11. Age:  
o Under 35 years 
o 36-45 years 
o 46-55 years 
o 56 years or more 
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Research Question 2: How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges define 
“campus internationalization”? 
Source: Knight, J. (2004). Internationalization remodeled: Definition, approaches and rationales. Journal of Studies 
in International Education, 8(1), (5-31) 
Analysis: Qualitative analysis/thematic coding  
Survey Questions Remarks 
12. What do you believe it means to “internationalize” a community college? Please 
explain. 
[Open-Ended] 
13. Do you believe community colleges should be thinking about “internationalizing the 
campuses” or “globalizing their campuses”?  
(i.e. what would be the difference between the two terms at the campus level?) Please 
explain.  
[Open-Ended] 
14. Why should community colleges join this effort?   
[Or why do you believe it is important to internationalize community colleges?] Please 
explain. 
[Open-Ended] 
15. In what ways has your college moved to provide a more international or global 
experience for students in the last academic year? Please explain. 
[Open-Ended] 
16. Based on your experience and going beyond your own institution, how have you seen 
the management and leadership for international activities change in the last five years? 
Please explain. 
[Open-Ended] 
Research Question 3: What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts 
at their community college? 
Source: Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) survey: “2014 Survey of the Senior 
International Officers Profession”  
 
Analysis:  Quantitative analysis/descriptive – mode, mean, standard deviation  & Question 10 - Qualitative 
analysis/thematic coding 
Survey Questions Remarks 
17. Please check each item below that is part of your roles and responsibilities as SIO and 
check whether that item is “primary”, “secondary”, or N/A for “not applicable”.  
    Primary        Secondary      N/A 
 Institutional Relations and Linkages 
 Strategic planning for internalization 
 Study Abroad and Exchange programs 
 Branch Campuses 
 Dual Degrees 
 Represent Institution in National Dealings 
 Represent Institution in International Dealings 
 International Student/Scholar Affairs 
 Community Outreach and Engagement 
 International Training 
 Faculty/Staff Development  
 Curriculum Internationalization 
 Area or International or Foreign Language Studies 
 Faculty-Led Programs 
 International Admissions and Recruitment 
 Co-curricular Programming 
 International Service  Learning and Internships 
 Risk Management  
 Virtual Exchanges (Linking Classrooms between Countries) 
 Others (Please specify): ________________________________ 
 
18. To whom do you report? 
o President, Chancellor or CEO 
Close-ended 
Likert Scale & 
adapted from 
source - 
Qn.11  17 
(removed ESL 
from 
International 
Training option 
and “others” 
option) + added 
Virtual 
Exchanges 
(Linking 
Classroom 
between 
Countries) 
Qn. 13  18 
Qn. 7  19 
Qn. 21  20 + 
added CCIE 
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o Vice President for Academic Affairs 
o Vice President for Student Affairs 
o Dean 
o Provost 
o Others (Please specify): ________________________ 
 
 
19. Do you oversee an Internationalization Advisory Board for your institution? 
o I oversee an External Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee an Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee both External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I oversee a Combined External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
o I do not have any International Advisory Board 
o Others (Please specify):________________________ 
 
20. Are you or your institution a member of these organizations? Please check all that 
apply:  
o AAC: Association of American Colleges 
o AACC: American Association of Community Colleges 
o AAC&U: American Association of Colleges and Universities 
o AAHE:  American Association of Higher Education 
o AASCU: American Association of State Colleges and Universities 
o AAU: American Association of Universities 
o ACE: American Council on Education 
o AIEA: Association of International Education Administrators 
o APLU: Association of Public and Land-grant Universities 
o CCID: Community Colleges for International Development 
o CCIE: California College for International Education 
o CIEE: Council on International Education Exchange 
o EAIE: European Association for International Education 
o Forum on Education Abroad 
o IAU: International Association of Universities 
o IIE: Institute of International Education 
o ISA: International Studies Association 
o NAFSA: Association of International Educators 
o NASPA: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education 
o NCISPA: National Committee of International Studies and Program Administrators 
o Others (Please specify):______________________________ 
 
Research Question 4: What qualities are deemed important in the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at 
community colleges? 
Source: Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) survey: “2014 Survey of the Senior 
International Officers Profession”  
Analysis:   Quantitative analysis/descriptive – mode, mean, standard deviation & Question 26 - Qualitative 
analysis/thematic coding 
Survey Questions Remarks 
Please rate each of the following objects on a rating scale of 1-5, where 1 is “not at all important” 
and 5 is “very important.” 
21. Which do you feel is most important to being successful in the SIO position?  
Not at all important     Very Important 
  1  2     3     4          5 
o Knowledge 
o Experience 
o Skills 
o Personal Qualities and Characteristics 
 
Adapted from 
source - Qn.28, 
29,30,31,32 
(removed 
“others” from 
all questions) 
28  21 
29  22 
30  23 
31  24 
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22. Which knowledge areas are most important for the SIO position? 
Not at all important     Very Important 
  1  2     3     4          5 
 International issues in higher education 
 Current world affairs 
 Cross-cultural theories & methods 
 Academic discipline 
 Business principles & practices 
 Higher education theories & methods 
 Country-specific knowledge  
 Comparative education 
 Legal knowledge 
        23. What experience is most important to carrying out the SIO position? 
 Not at all important     Very Important 
   1  2     3     4          5 
 Overseas travel 
 Overseas living 
 Managing an organization 
 Managing budget/finance 
 Protocol 
 Academic teaching 
 Academic research 
 Academic administration 
         24. What skills are most important to carrying out the SIO position? 
 Not at all important     Very Important 
  1  2     3     4          5 
 Advocacy 
 Public relations 
 Marketing 
 Oral communication 
 Written communication 
 Negotiation 
 Interpersonal skills 
 Networking 
 Second Language 
 Technology 
 Intercultural competence 
 Planning and visioning 
 
25. Which individual (personal) characteristics are most important to carrying out the SIO 
position? 
Not at all important     Very Important 
  1  2     3     4          5 
 Creativity 
 Entrepreneurship 
 Vision 
 Energy or passion 
 Focus 
 Self-confidence 
 Flexibility 
 Pragmatism 
 Sense of Humor 
 Sociability 
32  25 
Added 33  26
[Open-Ended] 
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26. What other knowledge, skills, experiences, or personal characteristics have you found 
valuable in your work as an SIO?  
Research Question 5: How much support do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts receive from their 
senior administrators? 
Source: Sullivan, J. (2011). Global Leadership in higher education administration: Perspectives on 
internationalization by University Presidents, Vice-Presidents and Deans. Graduate Theses and Dissertations, 
University of South Florida; FL. Retrieved from http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/3370 
Analysis:  Quantitative analysis/descriptive – mode, mean, standard deviation 
Survey Questions Remarks 
Please rate each of the following objects on a rating scale of 1-5, where 1 is “Least Support” and 5 
is “Most Support”. 
27. What support do SIOs receive from senior administration at their institutions? 
Least Support                 Most Support 
1   2  3  4  5 
 Communicating an institutional global vision 
 Initiating policies that enhance global thinking and action 
 Increasing visibility of international focus on institution’s website 
 Creating a balance mix between global and local outreach 
 Funding a high level administrative position for international activities 
 Initiating fundraising campaigns to support internationalization 
 Aligning organizational resources with institution global strategies 
 Monitoring the institution’s international activities and programs  
 Fostering global recruitment to attract the best students 
 Motivating students to participate in study abroad programs 
 Requiring students to take courses with international content 
 Requiring foreign language credits for undergraduate students  
 Expanding the International collection at the institution library 
 Promoting intercultural interactions among students 
 Providing financial incentives for curriculum internationalization 
 Funding faculty participation in international teaching and research 
 Recruiting international faculty and staff 
 Promoting faculty engagement in campus internationalization 
 Providing training in cross-cultural communication for faculty and staff 
 Funding international academic travel for faculty and staff 
 
Tweaked to 
rating scale & 
adopted from 
source/Qns.  
1,2,4,7,9,10,11,
12, 
15, 
17,19,20,21,23,
25,27,30,31,33,
34 
Note that the 1st 
green batch of 
questions are 
from the 
Administration, 
then students 
and then faculty 
are the last 
batch of 
questions from 
the original 
source. 
Research Question 6: What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts face in 
internationalizing their community college?   
Source:  
1. Sullivan, J. (2011). Global Leadership in higher education administration: Perspectives on 
internationalization by University Presidents, Vice-Presidents and Deans. Graduate Theses and 
Dissertations, University of South Florida; FL. Retrieved from http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/3370 
2. Coryell, J. E., Durodoye, B. A., Wright, R. R., Pate, P. E. & Nguyen, S. (2012). Case studies of 
internationalization in adult and higher education: Inside the processes of four universities in the United 
States and the United Kingdom. Journal of Studies in International Education; 16(1). P. 75-98. DOI: 
10.1177/1028315310388945. 
3. Association of International Education Administrators (AIEA) survey: “2014 Survey of the Senior 
International Officers Profession” 
Analysis:  Question 28 - Quantitative analysis/descriptive – mode, mean, standard deviation  & Questions 29 & 30 - 
Qualitative analysis/thematic coding 
Survey Questions Remarks 
28. What are the challenges you face in achieving internationalization in your institution as 
SIO? 
Adopted from 
1/Qn.35  28; 
Tweaked to 
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Least Challenging               Most Challenging 
1      2  3  4  5 
 Lack of administrative support 
 Lack of faculty involvement 
 Lack of student involvement 
 Lack of economic resources 
 Lack of planning and coordination 
 Lack of international regulations and quality assurance 
 Lack of partnership with foreign universities 
 Lack of government support 
 Lack of interest in general at the institution 
 
29. What is the next internationalization efforts at your institution in the coming academic 
year?   
 
30. Other comments/observations you wish to make about the International Officer’s role in 
the internationalization efforts of your institution.  
rating scale, 
added bold 
words and 
switched the 
order + 
removed 
“Others” 
 
2/Qn. 10  29; 
Tweaked 
question to 
include a time 
frame 
[Open-Ended] 
 
3/Qn. 46  
Tweaked 
question 
[Open-Ended]
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APPENDIX D 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY QUESTIONS: AIEA 
From: Katy Rosenbaum [mailto:kathryn.rosenbaum@duke.edu]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2016 11:12 AM 
To: Sunita Kumari <Kumari.Sunita@spcollege.edu> 
Subject: Re: Requesting Permission to Use "2014 Survey of SIO Profession" Questions 
Hi Sunita,  
Thanks for your email. I have heard back that you have permission to use the questions in your dissertation.  
All the best,  
Katy Rosenbaum 
Program Associate - AIEA 
Association of International Education Administrators 
www.aieaworld.org 
kathryn.rosenbaum@duke.edu 
Tel: (919) 668-1928  
_______________________________________________________ 
From: Sunita Kumari  
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 12:08 PM 
To: kathryn.rosenbaum@duke.edu 
Subject: Requesting Permission to Use "2014 Survey of SIO Profession" Questions 
Good morning Katy,  
How are you?  
How’s your doctoral journey coming along?  
I am not sure if you remember me, but I had approached you around this time last year to inquire about the questions 
used in the "2014 Survey of the Senior International Officer (SIO) Profession"? I am pleased to inform you that I 
have completed and passed the qualifying exams last month and I am now working on the dissertation proposal. I 
have also completed the concept paper for my dissertation, and have used the questions from the AIEA”s "2014 
Survey of the Senior International Officer (SIO) Profession" in drafting my own survey instrument.  
  
Kindly review the attachment and let me know if I have the permission to use the identified portions of AIEA”s 
survey for my study. If permitted, I would definitely cite the appropriate credits to AIEA in my dissertation and 
share the findings as well.   
Thank you for your assistance with my research study. 
 
Best regards, Sunita  
_____________________________________________________ 
From: Katy Rosenbaum <kathryn.rosenbaum@duke.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 11:48 AM 
To: Sunita Kumari 
Cc: aiea@duke.edu 
Subject: Re: Request - 2014 Survey of the SIO Profession Questions   
Hi Sunita,  
 
Thanks for following up with us. I’m attaching .pdfs with the questions used for the 2014 Survey for your reference.  
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If you do end up building from or using any of this in your research, it would be much appreciated if you wouldn’t 
mind sharing your findings with us.  
 
Thanks, and best of luck,  
 
Katy Rosenbaum 
Program Associate - AIEA 
Association of International Education Administrators 
www.aieaworld.org 
kathryn.rosenbaum@duke.edu 
Tel: (919) 668-1928  
 
From: Sunita Kumari <Kumari.Sunita@spcollege.edu> 
Sent: Sunday, March 1, 2015 2:04 AM 
To: aiea@duke.edu 
Subject: Request - 2014 Survey of the SIO Profession Questions  
  
Dear Sir/Madam,  
  
Kindly note that I came across the Executive Summary of the 2014 Survey of the SIO Profession at the 
http://www.aieaworld.org/surveys website.  
The summary was very interesting and eye-opening.  I am also taking a “Globalization in Higher Education” course 
at the University of South Florida (in Florida) for my post-graduate degree. Thus, I am contemplating researching 
about the SIO Profession in the Florida state especially at the community college level in greater depth for my 
dissertation. There are 28 community and state colleges in Florida, however, only 7 of them have a position 
equivalent to the SIO Profession. The others have admission officers attending specifically to international students 
on campus. I am hoping to understand the attitudes and perceptions of these 7 SIOs towards globalization and 
internalization as well as the roles they play and the challenges they face at their institutions in internalizing their 
colleges.   
Currently, I am at an infancy stage of gathering information about this topic. Hence, would it be possible to share the 
questions of the 2014 Survey of the SIO Profession?  
It would help me make better sense of the summary, and provide me with some ideas on how to approach my 
research question. 
 
Kindly advise.  
Thank you.  
Best regards, Sunita  
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APPENDIX E 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY QUESTION: CORYELL, JOELLEN E. 
From: Coryell, Joellen E <Coryell@txstate.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 1:17 PM 
To: Sunita Kumari 
Subject: RE: Requesting Permission to use Case Study Question   
Dear Sunita, 
  
Yes, you have my permission to use portions of our survey, with appropriate citation, for your own research. I would 
very much be interested in learning the results as well. Perhaps you could message me upon completion? 
  
All the very best for your studies, 
  
Joellen E. Coryell, PhD 
Associate Professor, Graduate Programs in Adult, Professional, and Community Education 
Program Coordinator, M.A. in Adult Education 
Co-Editor in Chief, New Directions for Adult and Continuing Education 
Texas State University 
601 University Drive, ASBS Room 326 
San Marcos, TX 78666-4616 
coryell@txstate.edu 
512.245.1856 
_________________________________________________________________  
  
From: Sunita Kumari [mailto:Kumari.Sunita@spcollege.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 11:32 AM 
To: Coryell, Joellen E <Coryell@txstate.edu> 
Subject: Requesting Permission to use Case Study Question  
Good morning Dr. Coryell,   
I am a doctoral student in the higher education program at the University of South Florida. I am completing a 
dissertation study that has connections to the leadership aspects of your case study survey for the paper "Case 
Studies of Internationalization in Adult and Higher Education: Inside the Processes of Four Universities in the 
United States and the United Kingdom" (2012).    
The purpose of my dissertation research is to understand the leadership role carried out by person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The role encompasses identifying and understanding the 
person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of 
these individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work 
on the internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions, and in this aspect. I find that some parts of your 
survey do address my research questions.   
Thus, I am writing to you to seek your permission to use portions of your survey for my study. Kindly review the 
attachment to see the question that I hope to incorporate in my survey instrument. If permitted, I would definitely 
cite the appropriate credits to you in my dissertation.   
Thank you for your assistance with my research study. 
 
Best regards, Sunita   
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APPENDIX F 
PERMISSION TO USE SURVEY QUESTIONS: SULLIVAN, JANICE 
From: Sullivan, Janice <Janice.Sullivan@sjcd.edu> 
Date: Fri, Apr 1, 2016 at 10:37 AM 
Subject: RE: Requesting Permission to Use Dissertation Survey Questions 
To: Sunita Kumari <sunitak@mail.usf.edu> 
Cc: "dellow@usf.edu" <dellow@usf.edu> 
Dear Sunita, 
I am pleased to learn about your interest regarding the role of the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts at community colleges. I am very supportive of this initiative and you have my permission to use portions of 
my survey for your study following proper citation.  Your concept paper addresses important aspects regarding 
characteristics and knowledge needed to successfully navigate today’s global environment within the community 
college context. I know that the understanding I have gained through my research has been critical in my role as a 
Dean for San Jacinto Community College in Houston, Texas. I would be delighted to assist you in anything you 
need.  
Best regards, 
Dr. Janice Sullivan  
Dean of Community Education  
San Jacinto Community College 
Continuing & Professional Development 
8060 Spencer Hwy, Office C1.207, Pasadena, Texas 77505 
Direct:  281-542-2015     Fax:  281-542-2097 
____________________________________________________________ 
From: Sunita Kumari [mailto:sunitak@mail.usf.edu]  
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2016 10:35 AM 
To: Sullivan, Janice 
Subject: Fwd: Requesting Permission to Use Dissertation Survey Questions  
Good morning Dr. Sullivan,  
I am a doctoral student in the higher education program at the University of South Florida. I am completing a 
dissertation study that has connections to the leadership aspects of your research survey. My dissertation committee 
chair, Dr. Donald Dellow, encouraged me to review your dissertation and the survey as he thought that the survey 
questions could align well with my research study.   
The purpose of my dissertation research is to understand the leadership role carried out by person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. The role encompasses identifying and understanding the 
person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of 
these individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work 
on the internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions, and in this aspect. I find that some parts of your 
survey do address my research questions. Thus, I am writing to you to seek your permission to use portions of your 
survey for my study. Kindly review the attachment to see the questions that I hope to incorporate in my survey 
instrument. If permitted, I would definitely cite the appropriate credits to you in my dissertation.  
Thank you for your assistance with my research study. 
 
Best regards, Sunita   
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APPENDIX G 
COLLABORATIVE INSTITUTIONAL TRAINING INITIATIVE (CITI PROGRAM)  
HUMAN RESEARCH CURRICULUM COMPLETION REPORT
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APPENDIX H 
FIRST EMAIL TO PILOT STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
My name is Sunita Kumari. I am a Ph.D. Candidate at the University of South Florida in 
Tampa, Florida. The purpose of my dissertation is to understand the role carried out by the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges.  
I am reaching out to you to request for your assistance in this pilot survey. Given your experience, your 
critique/recommendations about the pilot survey will strengthen the questionnaire instrument before it is release to 
the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts in the community colleges.  Thus, kindly consider participating 
in this pilot survey.  
The link below will take you to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Please read the informed consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before 
clicking on the “Next” button to proceed with the survey. The survey contains a mix of closed and open-ended 
questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these individuals. The study 
also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts receive 
institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the internationalization initiatives 
of their respective institutions.  
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey and providing your feedback at the end of the survey.  
Pilot Survey Link: http://goo.gl/forms/DOztg2FPRW 
The survey window will close within ten business days from today. You will receive two reminders between now 
and when the survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu .  
Thank you so much for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
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APPENDIX I 
SECOND/LAST EMAIL TO PILOT STUDY PARTICIPANTS 
Dear Sir/Madam.  
A week ago I had emailed you requesting your participation in my doctoral research. A big thank you to those who 
have already completed the online pilot survey. To those who have yet to take the pilot survey, kindly look into this 
at your earliest convenience. Your input is valuable as your insight will strengthen the questionnaire instrument 
before it is release to the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts in the community colleges.  Thus, kindly 
consider participating in this pilot survey. 
The link below will take you to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Please read the informed consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before 
clicking on the “Next” button to proceed with the survey. The survey contains a mix of closed and open-ended 
questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these individuals. The study 
also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts receive 
institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the internationalization initiatives 
of their respective institutions.  
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey and providing your feedback at the end of the survey.  
Pilot Survey Link: http://goo.gl/forms/DOztg2FPRW 
The survey window will close within ten business days from today. You will receive two reminders between now 
and when the survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu .  
Thank you so much for your time. 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida  
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APPENDIX J 
PILOT STUDY ONLINE SURVEY (USING GOOGLE FORMS) 
Leadership in Higher Education: Role of Person-in-Charge of Internationalization Efforts in Community 
Colleges - Pilot Study 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
Kindly consider the information below before taking part in this research study:  
1. Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to understand the role carried out by the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges.  
2. Why are you being asked to take part? You are requested to take part in this research study because of your 
interest, involvement and engagement with internationalization efforts in higher education.  
3. Study Procedures: If you take part in this study, you will be asked to complete an anonymous online survey 
through Google Forms. The survey should take about 15 to 20 minutes of your time to complete. 
4. Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal: You have the alternative to choose not to participate in this 
research study. Your decision to participate or not will is voluntary. If you choose to participate, kindly click on the 
“Next” button below to take part in this study; you are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time. 
There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this study. If you 
choose not to participate, you can “x” out of this form. 
5. Benefits and Risks: We are unsure if you will receive any benefits by taking part in this research study. This 
research is considered to be minimal risk. 
6. Compensation: We will not pay you for the time you volunteer while being in this study. 
7. Privacy and Confidentiality: We must keep your study records as confidential as possible. It is possible, although 
unlikely, that unauthorized individuals could gain access to your responses. Confidentiality will be maintained to the 
degree permitted by the technology used. No guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data sent via the 
Internet. However, your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a person’s everyday use of the 
Internet. If you complete and submit an anonymous survey and later request your data be withdrawn, this may or 
may not be possible as the researcher may be unable to extract anonymous data from the database. 
Certain people may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must keep them 
completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these records are the researcher, the 
Dissertation Committee members, and the University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
8. Contact Information: If you have questions regarding the research and/or survey, kindly contact me at 
sunitak@mail.usf.edu. 
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your name. We will not 
publish anything else that would let people know who you are. You can print a copy of this consent form for your 
records.  
Thank you so much for your time and participation in this survey. 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
Doctoral Student 
University of South Florida 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by proceeding with this survey that I am 
agreeing to take part in research and I am 18 years of age or older. 
* Required 
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1.1 What are the demographic characteristics of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts in their 
community colleges?  
 
Please select the appropriate response. 
1. Institution Region * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Southeast Region  
o Northeast Region  
o Midwest Region  
o Southwest Region  
o West Region  
This is a required question 
 
2. State * 
 
This is a required question 
3. What is your title? * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Vice President  
o Associate/Assistant Vice President  
o Dean  
o Director  
o International Coordinator  
o International Officer  
o International Specialist  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
4. Your position is * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Full Time  
o Part Time  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
5. How many employees report to you? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 5 or more 4 3 2 1 0 
Full Time 
Faculty       
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 5 or more 4 3 2 1 0 
Full Time 
Staff       
Part Time 
Faculty       
Part Time 
Staff       
Student 
Assistants       
Please enter one response per row 
6. What is your higher educational qualifications? * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Doctoral Degree  
o Professional Degree  
o Master’s Degree  
o Bachelor’s Degree  
o Associate’s Degree  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
7. Years of Experience in Higher Education Administration * 
Mark only one oval. 
o 5 years or less  
o 6 to 15 years  
o 16 to 25 years  
o 26 years or more  
This is a required question 
 
8. Do you currently hold a tenured position at your institution * 
o Yes  
o No  
This is a required question 
 
9. If you hold an academic rank position at your college, what is your title? * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Professor  
o Associate Professor  
o Assistant Professor  
o Instructor/Lecturer  
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o None or N/A  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
10. Gender * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Female  
o Male  
This is a required question 
 
11. Age * 
Mark only one oval. 
o Under 35 years  
o 36 to 45 years  
o 46 to 55 years  
o 56 years or more  
This is a required question 
1.2 How do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at the community colleges define “campus 
internationalization”?  
 
12. What do you believe it means to “internationalize” a community college? Please explain. * 
  
This is a required question 
 
13. Do you believe community colleges should be thinking about “internationalizing the campuses” or 
“globalizing their campuses”? (i.e. what would be the difference between the two terms at the campus 
level?) Please explain. * 
   
This is a required question 
 
14. Why should community colleges join this effort? [or why do you believe it is important to 
internationalize community colleges?] Please explain. * 
  
 This is a required question 
 
15. In what ways has your college moved to provide a more international or global experience for students 
in the last academic year? Please explain. * 
   
This is a required question 
 
16. Based on your experience and going beyond your own institution, how have you seen senior 
management and leadership for international activities change in the last five years? Please explain. * 
   
 
This is a required question 
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1.3 What are the roles and responsibilities of the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at their 
community colleges? 
 
17. Please check each item below that is part of your roles and responsibilities as the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts. Check whether that item is “primary”, “secondary”, or N/A for “not 
applicable”. * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Primary Secondary N/A 
Institutional Relation 
and Linkages    
Strategic Planning and 
Internalization    
Study Abroad and 
Exchange Programs    
Branch Campuses 
   
Dual Degrees 
   
Represent Institution in 
National Dealings    
Represent Institution in 
International Dealings    
International 
Student/Scholar Affairs    
Community Outreach 
and Engagement    
International Training 
   
Faculty/Staff 
Development    
Curriculum 
Internationalization    
Area or International or 
Foreign Language 
Studies 
   
Faculty-Led Programs 
   
International 
Admissions and 
Recruitment 
   
Co-curricular 
Programming    
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 Primary Secondary N/A 
International Service 
Learning & Internships    
Risk Management 
   
Virtual Exchanges 
(Linking Classrooms 
between Countries) 
   
 
Please enter one response per row 
18. To whom do you report? * 
Mark only one oval. 
o President, Chancellor or CEO  
o Vice President for Academic Affairs  
o Vice President for Student Affairs  
o Dean  
o Provost  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
19. Do you oversee an Internationalization Advisory Board for your institution? * 
Mark only one oval. 
o I oversee an External Internationalization Advisory Board  
o I oversee an Internal Internationalization Advisory Board  
o I oversee both External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board  
o I oversee a Combined External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board  
o I do not have any Internationalization Advisory Board  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
20. Are you or your institution a member of these organizations? Please check all that apply: * 
Check all that apply. 
o AAC: Association of American Colleges  
o AACC: American Association of Community Colleges  
o AAC&U: American Association of Colleges and Universities  
o AAHE: American Association of Higher Education  
o AASCU: American Association of State Colleges and Universities  
o AAU: American Association of Universities  
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o ACE: American Council on Education  
o AIEA: Association of International Education Administrators  
o APLU: Association of Public and Land Grant Universities  
o CCID: Community Colleges for International Development  
o CCIE: California College for International Education  
o CIEE: Council on International Education Exchange  
o EAIE: European Association for International Education  
o Forum on Education Abroad  
o IAU: International Association of Universities  
o IIE: Institute of International Education  
o ISA: International Studies Association  
o NAFSA: Association of International Educators  
o NASPA: Student Affairs Administrators in Higher Education  
o NCISPA: National Committee of International Studies and Program Administrators  
o Nil  
o Other:  
This is a required question 
 
1.4 What qualities are deemed important in the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts at community 
colleges?  
 
Please select the appropriate response on a rating scale of 1-5, where 5 is “Most Important” and 1 is “Least 
Important”. 
21. Which quality in the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position do you feel is most 
important to being successful? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Knowledge 
     
Experience 
     
Skills 
     
Personal Qualities 
& Characteristics      
Please enter one response per row 
22. Which knowledge areas are most important for the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts 
position? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
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 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
International Issues 
in Higher 
Education 
     
Current World 
Affairs      
Cross-Cultural 
Theories & 
Methods 
     
Academic 
Discipline      
Business Principles 
& Practices      
Higher Education 
Theories & 
Methods 
     
Country-specific 
Knowledge      
Comparative 
Education      
Legal Knowledge 
     
Please enter one response per row 
23. What experience is most important to the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Overseas Travel 
     
Overseas Living 
     
Managing an 
Organization      
Managing 
Budget/Finance      
Protocol 
     
Academic 
Teaching      
Academic 
Research      
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 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Academic 
Administration      
Please enter one response per row 
24. What skills are most important to the person-in-charge of internationalization efforts position? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Advocacy 
     
Public Relations 
     
Marketing 
     
Oral 
Communication      
Written 
Communication      
Negotiation 
     
Interpersonal Skills 
     
Networking 
     
Second Language 
     
Technology 
     
Intercultural 
Competence      
Planning and 
Visioning      
Please enter one response per row 
25. Which individual personal qualities and characteristics are most important to the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts position? * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Creativity 
     
Entrepreneurship 
     
Vision 
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 Most 
Important 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Important 1 
Energy or Passion 
     
Focus 
     
Self-Confidence 
     
Flexibility 
     
Pragmatism 
     
Sense of Humor 
     
Socialability 
     
Please enter one response per row 
26. What other knowledge, skills, experiences, or personal characteristics have you found valuable in your 
work as a person-in-charge of internationalization efforts at your community college? Please explain. * 
   
This is a required question 
 
1.5 How much support do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts receive from their senior 
administrators? 
Please select the appropriate response. 
27. Please rate each of the following supporting features on a rating scale of 1-5, where 5 is “Most Support” 
and 1 is “Least Support”. * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most Support 
5 4 3 2 
Least Support 
1 
Communicating an 
Institutional Global 
Vision 
     
Initiating Policies 
that enhance 
Global Thinking 
and Action 
     
Increasing 
Visibility of 
International Focus 
on Institution’s 
Website 
     
Creating a Balance 
Mix between 
Global and Local 
Outreach 
     
155 
 
 Most Support 
5 4 3 2 
Least Support 
1 
Funding a High 
Level 
Administrative 
Position for 
International 
Activities 
     
Initiating 
Fundraising 
Campaigns to 
Support 
Internationalization 
     
Aligning 
Organizational 
Resources with 
Institution Global 
Strategies 
     
Monitoring the 
Institution’s 
International 
Activities & 
Programs 
     
Fostering Global 
Recruitment to 
Attract the Best 
Students 
     
Motivating 
Students to 
Participate in Study 
Abroad Programs 
     
Requiring Students 
to take Courses 
with International 
Content 
     
Requiring Foreign 
Language Credits 
for Undergraduate 
Students 
     
Expanding the 
International 
Collection at the 
Institution’s 
Library 
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 Most Support 
5 4 3 2 
Least Support 
1 
Promoting 
Intercultural 
Interactions among 
Students 
     
Providing 
Financial 
Incentives for 
Curriculum 
Internationalization 
     
Funding Faculty 
Participation in 
International 
Teaching and 
Research 
     
Recruiting 
International 
Faculty and Staff 
     
Promoting Faculty 
Engagement in 
Campus 
Internationalization 
     
Providing Training 
in Cross-Cultural 
Communication for 
Faculty and Staff 
     
Funding 
International 
Academic Travel 
for Faculty and 
Staff 
     
Please enter one response per row 
1.6 What challenges do the persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts face in internationalizing their 
community college?  
Please select the appropriate response. 
28. Please rate each of the following features on a rating scale of 1-5, where 5 is “Most Challenging” and 1 
is “Least Challenging”. * 
Mark only one oval per row. 
 Most 
Challenging 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Challenging 1 
Lack of 
Administrative 
Support 
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 Most 
Challenging 5 4 3 2 
Least 
Challenging 1 
Lack of Faculty 
Involvement      
Lack of Student 
Involvement      
Lack of Economic 
Resources      
Lack of Planning 
and Coordination      
Lack of 
International 
Regulations and 
Quality Assurance 
     
Lack of Partnership 
with Foreign 
Universities 
     
Lack of 
Government 
Support 
     
Lack of Interest in 
General at the 
Institution 
     
Please enter one response per row 
29. What is the next internationalization effort at your institution in the coming academic year? *   
This is a required question 
 
31. Other comments/observations you wish to make about the role of the person-in-charge of 
internationalization efforts at your institution. * 
32.   
This is a required question 
1.7 Pilot Study - Survey Questions 
 
1. How long did you take to complete the survey * 
Mark only one oval. 
o less than 10 minutes  
o 11 - 20 minutes  
o more than 20 minutes  
This is a required question 
 
2. Were the survey directions clear and understandable? Please explain. * 
   
This is a required question 
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3. Was each section clearly delineated? * 
   
This is a required question 
 
4. Please list and explain any concerns you had with this survey. * 
   
This is a required question 
 
5. What was your overall impression of this survey? *  
  
This is a required question 
Never submit passwords through Google Forms. 12% completed
Powered by  
  
This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.  
Report Abuse - Terms of Service - Additional Terms    Edit this form   
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APPENDIX K 
PILOT SURVEY RESULTS – FORMAL AND INFORMAL 
Question 
# 
Formal Feedback Informal Feedback Changes Made to  
the Online Survey 
2  -“You can insert a dropdown here” Not adopted as no value in stating all 
50 states. 
5 “Q5 might read 
“How many 
employees in your 
campus international 
education effort 
report to you?” 
Q4 after it   What % 
of your effort is 
devoted to 
international 
education.” 
 Not adopted as the focus is on 
internationalization efforts that 
encompasses international education 
effort. 
6  -Rephrase Qn to “What is the 
highest level of education you have 
attained?” 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: 
What is the highest level of 
education you have attained?” 
12  -Can you simplify this? Like "In 
your view, what is the meaning of 
"Internationalize" in context of 
community colleges? I would also 
put explanation in terms of word 
limit, if applicable. Like "explain 
in as many words as needed" 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: In 
your view, what is the meaning of 
"Internationalize" in context of 
community colleges? 
13 “Q 13 eliminate - get 
rid of this question-- 
why is it important? 
You will not get 
meaningful answers 
to it” 
-I would phrase shorter.....In your 
view, should community colleges 
work towards “internationalizing" 
or "globalizing" their campuses. 
The parenthesis question has 
different meaning than main 
question. That should be different 
question something like this..."In 
your view, what is the difference 
between “internationalizing" and 
"globalizing" of community 
colleges? 
-Aren’t these two separate 
questions (your question and what 
is in parentheses)? 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: In 
your view, what is the key difference 
between “internationalizing" and 
"globalizing" of community 
colleges? 
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Question 
# 
Formal Feedback Informal Feedback Changes Made to  
the Online Survey 
14  -Phrasing questions 2 ways might 
lead to confusion. The rule is that 
if you can say something in 10 
words, don’t use one extra word. I 
would make the question more 
neutral. "What is you view of 
community colleges joining the 
internationalization or 
globalization efforts?" 
-Aren’t these two separate 
questions (your question and what 
is in parentheses)? 
Question removed as it’s 
duplicative/repetitive of Question 13. 
15  -Please describe any specific 
initiatives in you college towards 
providing international or global 
experience for students. 
-“What if the institution has not 
made any movement in this area?” 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: 
Please describe any specific 
initiatives in you college towards 
providing international or global 
experience for students. 
 
16  -This question can be answered as 
yes or no. Since your research is 
qualitative the questions needs to 
be open ended. "In the last five 
years, please describe any specific 
initiative undertaken by senior 
management and leadership 
towards internationalization or 
globalization efforts?" 
-“I think this is asking two things 
and might be confusing - do you 
want to know about their 
institution or are you asking 
broadly? Do you want it all lumped 
together in one answer? What if 
this person has seen no change?”  
Adopted and Question Rephrased: 
"In the last five years, please 
describe any specific initiative 
undertaken by senior management 
and leadership towards 
internationalization or globalization 
efforts? 
17  -“I’m wondering if the individuals 
completing the survey will 
necessarily know if certain roles 
are primary or secondary - and if 
our definition of those terms is a 
shared one or one that varies.” 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: 
Explain “primary” as leadership role 
and “secondary” as supporting role. 
20  “change “nil” to Not Applicable” Adopted and Question Changed from 
“Nil” to Not Applicable” 
21   Add “Other” as another option. 
22   Add “Other” as another option. 
23   Add “Other” as another option. 
24   Add “Other” as another option. 
25   Add “Other” as another option. 
26  All the Likert scale questions need 
a little bit of rephrasing  Qns 21 
to 25 
Question removed and an extra 
option called “Other” was added to 
Questions 21 to 25 to be more 
applicable. 
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Question 
# 
Formal Feedback Informal Feedback Changes Made to  
the Online Survey 
29  I would phrase "Please provide 
details regarding upcoming 
internationalization effort at your 
institution for the 2016-17 
academic year" 
Adopted and Question Rephrased: 
Please provide details regarding 
upcoming internationalization effort 
at your institution for the 2016-17 
academic year 
30  This needs some clarity...it is too 
broad...need some info from you to 
understand your intent. 
Question removed as it’s 
duplicative/repetitive of Question 29. 
 
1. How long 
did you take to 
complete the 
survey 
2. Were the 
survey directions 
clear and 
understandable? 
Please explain. 
3. Was each 
section clearly 
delineated?  
4. Please list and explain 
any concerns you had with 
this survey.  
5. What was 
your overall 
impression of 
this survey? 
Formal Feedback 
11 - 20 minutes yes yes none none 
more than 20 
minutes 
Yes. Yes. A few misspelled words. Very positive.  
Great questions.  
Would love to see 
the results. 
11 - 20 minutes Yes Yes How information will be 
utilized. 
Fine. 
less than 10 
minutes 
rrr rrr -Q5 might read “How many 
employees in your campus 
international education 
effort report to you?” 
-Q4 after it “What % of 
your effort is devoted to 
international education?”  
-Q 13 eliminate 
OK-- good luck  
11 - 20 minutes Moderately Moderately I believe this survey was a 
bit long. 
OK 
Informal Feedback 
   I think this survey is 
incredibly full-bodied ... and 
I’m going to guess that 
you’ve heard this before, 
but it is quite long. In fact, it 
is so long and complicated, 
that I’m almost certain it 
will deter people from 
completing. Are you certain 
you are going to utilize all 
of the information you 
gather? Have you thought 
about doing 2 or 3 
interviews of people in 
those positions to get the 
rich data you seem to be 
seeking? 
“Primary, 
planning, advisory 
- incorrect 
spelling on that 
page”  
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Informal Feedback 
    1. Indicate the 
browser to use as 
IE is not working 
2. Indicate 
somewhere in the 
form that the 
participant needs 
to click on the line 
before typing for 
the open ended 
questions. 
3. the scrolling of 
the lines clear 
across the screen 
is a bit difficult 
and may be a 
disincentive to 
completion of the 
survey 
11-20 minutes You can cut the 
previous question 
as the responses 
will show how 
much time each 
participant needed 
to complete the 
survey. It is in 
Qualtrics. 
Basically, if you 
can cut any 
question saves time 
for participants. 
Again the question 
is too specific and 
people will give 
mostly yes or no. 
You need more 
qualitative data. So 
if you want to 
quantify, you can 
put a Likert scale 
question. If you 
want qualitative, 
need to know your 
intent before 
making changes 
see the above response see the prior 
response 
11-20 minutes Yes Yes it needs to be edited--there 
are some words that are 
misspelled -- 
I like it 
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APPENDIX L 
LETTER OF SUPPORT – CCIE 
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APPENDIX M 
LETTER OF SUPPPORT – CCID 
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APPENDIX N 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPROVAL LETTER 
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APPENDIX O 
FIRST EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
My name is Sunita Kumari. I am a Ph.D. Candidate at the University of South Florida in 
Tampa, Florida. The purpose of my dissertation is to understand the role carried out by the person-in-charge of 
campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. You are requested to take part in this research study 
because of your interest, involvement and engagement with internationalization efforts in higher education. 
 
I would appreciate your contribution to this research study by filling out a short survey. The link below will take you 
to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to complete. Please read the informed 
consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before clicking on the “I agree” button to 
proceed with the survey. The survey starts with closed-ended questions and concludes with a few open-ended 
questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-charge of campus 
internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these individuals. The study 
also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization efforts receive 
institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the internationalization initiatives 
of their respective institutions.  
 
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey.  
Survey Link: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_81T09vlhAMYkvKR 
 
The survey window will close four weeks from today. You will receive three reminders between now and when the 
survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu.  
Thank you so much for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
USF IRB#26480 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida  
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APPENDIX P 
 
FIRST REMINDER EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
A week ago I had emailed you requesting your participation in my doctoral research. A big thank you to those who 
have already completed the online survey. To those who have yet to take the survey, kindly look into this at your 
earliest convenience. Your input is valuable as your insight will provide crucial information to both aspiring 
persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts and senior administrations at the community colleges.   
 
The link below will take you to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Please read the informed consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before 
clicking on the “I agree” button to proceed with the survey. The survey starts with closed-ended questions and 
concludes with a few open-ended questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these 
individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions.  
 
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey.  
Survey Link: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_81T09vlhAMYkvKR 
 
The survey window will close 3 weeks from today. You will receive two reminders between now and when the 
survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu .  
Thank you so much for your time. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
USF IRB#26480 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida  
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APPENDIX Q 
SECOND REMINDER EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Two weeks ago I had emailed you requesting your participation in my doctoral research. A big thank you to those 
who have already completed the online survey. To those who have yet to take the survey, kindly look into this at 
your earliest convenience. Your input is valuable as your insight will provide crucial information to both aspiring 
persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts and senior administrations at the community colleges.   
 
The link below will take you to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Please read the informed consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before 
clicking on the “I agree” button to proceed with the survey. The survey starts with closed-ended questions and 
concludes with a few open-ended questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these 
individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions.  
 
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey.  
Survey Link: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_81T09vlhAMYkvKR 
 
The survey window will close 2 weeks from today. You will receive one last reminder between now and when the 
survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu .  
Thank you so much for your time. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
USF IRB#26480 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida  
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APPENDIX R 
THIRD REMINDER EMAIL TO PARTICIPANTS 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Three weeks ago I had emailed you requesting your participation in my doctoral research. A big thank you to those 
who have already completed the online survey. To those who have yet to take the survey, kindly look into this at 
your earliest convenience. Your input is valuable as your insight will provide crucial information to both aspiring 
persons-in-charge of internationalization efforts and senior administrations at the community colleges.   
 
The link below will take you to an anonymous web-based survey, which should take about 15-20 minutes to 
complete. Please read the informed consent content for more information about the study and its purpose before 
clicking on the “I agree” button to proceed with the survey. The survey starts with closed-ended questions and 
concludes with a few open-ended questions. The response will help in identifying and understanding the person-in-
charge of campus internationalization efforts profile and qualities, as well as duties and responsibilities of these 
individuals. The study also hopes to find the extent to which the person-in-charge of campus internationalization 
efforts receive institutional support, and the tribulations or challenges they faced as they work on the 
internationalization initiatives of their respective institutions.  
 
Please consider participating in this anonymous survey.  
Survey Link: https://usf.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/preview/SV_81T09vlhAMYkvKR 
 
The survey window will close 1 week from today. You will receive no more reminders between now and when the 
survey closes. Your responses are anonymous and confidential.  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or comments at sunitak@mail.usf.edu .  
Thank you so much for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
USF IRB#26480 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
 
 
171 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX S 
ONLINE SURVEY (USING USF QUALTRICS) 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Kindly consider the consent to study information below before taking part in this research study: 
 
1.Purpose of the Study: The purpose of this research is to understand the role carried out by the person‐in‐charge 
of campus internationalization efforts at community colleges. 
 
2. Why are you being asked to take part? You are requested to take part in this research study because of your 
interest, involvement and engagement with internationalization efforts in higher education. 
 
3. Study Procedures: If you take part in this study, you are asked to complete this anonymous web‐based survey 
that will take about 11 to 20 minutes of your time to complete. 
 
4. Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal: Your participation is entirely voluntary and you are free to 
stop at any time. Your alternative to participation in this study is to not participate. Kindly click on the “I agree” 
button below to take part in this study. You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You are 
free to participate in this survey or withdraw at any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are 
entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this study. If you choose not to participate, you can click on the “I do 
not agree” button below of this form. 
 
5. Potential Benefits and Risks: There are no direct benefits to participants associated with participation in this 
research study. Only potential benefits of the study are to community colleges as a whole, and to the participant as 
a checklist to review his/her accomplishment in this endeavor. There are no additional risks associated with 
participation in this research study beyond everyday risks encountered by participants using the web. 
 
6. Compensation: There is no payment for the time you volunteer in completing this online survey. 
 
7. Privacy and Confidentiality: We must keep your study records as confidential as possible. It is possible, although 
unlikely, that unauthorized individuals could gain access to your responses. Confidentiality will be maintained to 
the degree permitted by the technology used. No guarantees can be made regarding the interception of data sent 
via the Internet. However, your participation in this online survey involves risks similar to a person’s everyday use 
of the Internet. If you complete and submit an anonymous survey and later request your data be withdrawn, this 
may or may not be possible as the researcher may be unable to extract anonymous data from the database. 
 
Certain people may need to see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must keep them 
completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these records are the researcher, the 
Dissertation Committee members, and the University of South Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB). 
 
8. Contact Information: If you have questions regarding the research and/or survey, kindly contact me at 
sunitak@mail.usf.edu. 
 
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not let anyone know your name. We will not 
172 
 
publish anything else that would let people know who you are. You can print a copy of this consent form for your 
records. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sunita Kumari 
USF IRB#26480 
Ph. D. Candidate 
University of South Florida 
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by proceeding with this survey that I am 
agreeing to take part in research and I am 18 years of age or older. 
 I agree 
 I do not agree 
____________________________________________ 
 
Q1 What is your State? 
 
Q2 What is the Carnegie Classification of your institution? 
 Urban 
 Suburban 
 Rural 
 I do not know 
 Other ____________________ 
 
Q3 Is your institution a member of the following national organizations? 
 Community Colleges for International Development (CCID) 
 California Colleges for International Education (CCIE) 
 Both 
 Neither 
 
Q4 What is your title? 
 Vice President 
 Associate/Assistant Vice President 
 Dean 
 Director 
 International Coordinator 
 International Officer 
 International Specialist 
 Faculty 
 Other ____________________ 
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Q5 What is your position? 
 Full Time 
 Part Time 
 Other ____________________ 
 
Q6 What proportion of your position is devoted to campus internationalization efforts? 
 0% to 20% 
 21% to 40% 
 41% to 60% 
 61% to 80% 
 81% to 100% 
 
Q7 How many employees report to you? 
  0  1 2 3 4  5 or more
Full Time Faculty            
Full Time Staff            
Part Time Faculty            
Part Time Staff            
Student Assistants            
 
Q8 What is your highest educational qualification? 
 Doctoral Degree 
 Professional Degree 
 Master’s Degree 
 Bachelor’s Degree 
 Associates Degree 
 Other ____________________ 
 
Q9 How many years of experience do you have in Higher Education Administration? 
 5 years or less 
 6 to 15 years 
 16 to 25 years 
 26 years or more 
 
Q10 Do you currently hold a tenured position at your institution? 
 Yes 
 No 
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Q11 Gender: 
 Male 
 Female 
 Transgender 
 Prefer not to respond 
 Other ____________________ 
 
Q12 Age: 
 Under 35 years 
 36 to 45 years 
 46 to 55 years 
 56 years or more 
 Prefer not to respond 
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Q13 Please select the primary and/or secondary roles and responsibilities* as the person‐in‐charge of campus 
internationalization efforts in your institution.   
*Primary” refers to duties currently being carried out in a leadership role; “Secondary”, supporting role. 
  Primary Role Secondary Role Not Applicable
Institutional Relation and 
Linkages          
Strategic Planning and 
Internationalization          
Study Abroad and 
Exchange Programs          
Branch Campuses      
Dual Degrees      
Represent Institution in 
National Dealings          
Represent Institution in 
International Dealings          
International 
Student/Scholar Affairs          
Community Outreach and 
Engagement          
International Training      
Faculty/Staff 
Development          
Curriculum 
Internationalization          
Area or International or 
Foreign Language Studies          
Faculty‐Led Programs      
International Admissions 
and Recruitment          
Co‐curricular 
Programming          
International Service 
Learning & Internships          
Risk Management      
Virtual Exchanges (Linking 
Classrooms between 
Countries) 
        
Others      
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Q14 To whom do you report? 
 President, Chancellor or CEO 
 Vice President for Academic Affairs 
 Vice President for Student Affairs 
 Dean 
 Provost 
 Other ____________________ 
 
Q15 Do you oversee an Internationalization Advisory Board for your institution? 
 I oversee an External Internationalization Advisory Board 
 I oversee an Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
 I oversee both External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
 I see a Combined External and Internal Internationalization Advisory Board 
 I do not have an Internationalization Advisory Board 
 Other ____________________ 
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Q16 How important are the following qualities for the person‐in‐charge of internationalization efforts position? 
  Extremely important  Very important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Knowledge           
Experience           
Skills           
Personal 
Qualities & 
Characteristics 
              
 
Q17 How important are the following knowledge areas for the person‐in‐charge of internationalization efforts 
position? 
  Extremely important  Very important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
International 
Issues in Higher 
Education 
              
Current World 
Affairs                
Cross‐cultural 
Theories & 
Methods 
              
Academic 
Discipline                
Business 
Principles & 
Practices 
              
Higher 
Education 
Theories & 
Methods 
              
Country‐specific 
Knowledge                
Comparative 
Education                
Legal 
Knowledge                
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Q18 How important are the following experiences for the person‐in‐charge of internationalization efforts position? 
  Extremely important  Very important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Overseas Travel           
Overseas Living           
Managing an 
Organization                
Managing 
Budget/Finance                
Protocol           
Academic 
Teaching                
Academic 
Research                
Academic 
Administration                
 
Q19 How important are the following skills for the person‐in‐charge of internationalization efforts position? 
  Extremely important  Very important 
Moderately
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Advocacy           
Public Relations           
Marketing           
Oral 
Communication                
Written 
Communication                
Negotiation           
Interpersonal 
Skills                
Networking           
Second 
Language                
Technology           
Intercultural 
Competence                
Planning & 
Visioning                
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Q20 How important are the following individual personal qualities and characteristics for the person‐in‐charge of 
internationalization efforts position? 
  Extremely important  Very important 
Moderately 
important 
Slightly 
important 
Not at all 
important 
Creativity           
Entrepreneurship           
Vision           
Energy or 
Passion                
Focus           
Self‐confidence           
Flexibility           
Pragmatism           
Sense of Humor           
Sociability           
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Q21 How much support do you receive from senior administration at your community college as the person‐in‐
charge of internationalization efforts? 
  Extremely supportive 
Very 
supportive 
Moderately 
supportive 
Slightly 
supportive 
Not at all 
supportive 
Communicating an Institutional Global 
Vision                
Initiating Policies that enhance Global 
Thinking and Action                
Increasing Visibility of International Focus 
on Institution’s Website                
Creating a Balance Mix between Global 
and Local Outreach                
Funding a High Level Administrative 
Position for International Activities                
Initiating Fund‐raising Campaigns to 
Support Internationalization                
Aligning Organizational Resource with 
Institution Global Strategies                
Monitoring the Institution’s International 
Activities & Programs                
Fostering Global Recruitment to Attract 
the Best Students                
Motivating Students to Participate in 
Study Abroad Programs                
Requiring Students to take Courses with 
International Content                
Requiring Foreign Language Credits         
Expanding the International Collection at 
the Institution Library                
Promoting Intercultural Interactions 
among Students                
Providing Financial Incentives for 
Curriculum Internationalization                
Funding Faculty Participation in 
International Teaching and Research                
Recruiting International Faculty and Staff        
Promoting Faculty Engagement in Campus 
Internationalization                
Providing Training in Cross‐Cultural 
Communication for Faculty and Staff                
Funding International Academic Travel for 
Faculty and Staff                
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Q22 To what extent, do you face the following challenges as the person‐in‐charge of internationalization efforts in 
your institution? 
  Extremely challenging 
Very 
challenging 
Moderately 
challenging 
Slightly 
challenging 
Not 
challenging 
at all 
Lack of Administrative Support         
Lack of Faculty Involvement         
Lack of Student Involvement         
Lack of Economic Resources         
Lack of Planning & Coordination         
Lack of International Regulations & 
Quality Assurance                
Lack of Partnership with Foreign 
Universities                
Lack of Government Support         
Lack of Interest in General at the 
Institution                
 
Q23 In your view, what is the meaning of "Internationalizing" community colleges? Please explain. 
 
 
Q24 To what extent, if at all, do you see differences between "internationalizing" and "globalizing" community 
colleges? Please explain. 
 
 
Q25 In the last academic year (2015‐2016), please describe any initiatives undertaken in your community college 
that provide international experiences for the students. 
 
 
Q26 In the last five years, please describe any initiatives undertaken by senior management and leadership 
towards the internationalization efforts of your institution. 
 
 
Q27 Please provide any comments/observations you wish to make about the role of the person‐in‐charge of 
internationalization efforts at your institution that is not covered in this survey. 
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APPENDIX T 
WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM SURVEY QUESTION 23 
“Q23 ‐ In your view, what is the meaning of "Internationalizing" community colleges? Please explain. 
Yellow – Global, world, worldwide, international aspects with respect to boundaries beyond campuses 
Gray – International Curriculum focus within the campuses classrooms 
To provide students with a range of opportunities (curricular and co‐curricular) to develop a meaningful 
awareness of global developments, global perspectives, and encounters with global social and cultural diversity 
across curricula and also including opportunities for learning outside the classroom (and abroad, when possible). 
Internationalizing means providing a global perspectives to your campus. This can be in many forms (campus, 
classrooms, activities, etc.). The goal of this is to bring diverse perspectives, customs, cultures to the campus in 
these forms so that students, staff and faculty can learn and (hopefully) appreciate them. 
Diversity of curricular offerings in languages and humanities courses; inclusion of global units within the 
curriculum; education and opportunities for faculty and staff to travel; cultural events for students, faculty and 
staff; inclusion of visitors from other countries and other experts to talk about international affairs; part of the 
colleges strategic plan and core values. 
Offering international educational opportunities, both in the classroom and on campus, to students, faculty, 
staff and administrators. 
Internationalization requires both sending faculty and students abroad and bringing the world to the college. 
A comprehensive commitment to international curriculum, mobility programs for students, faculty, staff and 
administrators, supporting international students, and professional development opportunities. 
Means increasing and providing services and activities that applies to everyone. Also, making sure others all 
students are engaged, informed and feel included on campus. 
Ensuring an international or global presence across all facets of the college, academic and student affairs. 
Internationalizing a community college is about leveraging cultural diversity to enhance its potential to 
contribute to the college's desired learning outcomes. The diversity itself may already exist without a need to 
increase international enrollment, but internationalization efforts seek to consciously use diversity to facilitate 
cross‐cultural exchanges and collaborations that enhance students' skills in a range of areas. 
This encompasses the campus, its program and environment.  It includes classes and curriculum and co‐
curricular activities.  It also involves bringing to world to the campus through international students and 
scholars.  Finally, it involves promoting and helping to fund study abroad initiatives and faculty/administrator 
exchange programs. 
Adjusting curriculum to have an international aspect 
engaging out student in global issues and experiences AND bringing international student to the college AND 
creating a dialog on campus about international topics 
This means bringing an international perspective to all areas: curricula, study abroad programs, international 
student programs, professional development, campus life, etc. 
bringing awareness of international and intercultural perspectives to education 
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Increase global competence of CNM students to empower them with the ability to compete, connect and 
collaborate on a global scale.  Provide the strengths, flexibilities and support of a US community college 
education to learners worldwide through a CNM global delivery system.  Provide worldwide learners mobility 
toward higher economic status through education, training and acquisition of credentials directly related to jobs 
and careers. 
Obviously this will vary by individual ‐ my main concern is trying to get Oklahoma students to travel and study 
abroad. Having international events and students on campus are also important, but more difficult to control, 
especially with reduced or no funding. I also think it's important to include global content in curriculum across 
the board. 
Internationalizing community colleges means to better prepare personally and professionally our students for 
the world they are living in and will be working in. 
Providing greater world view and global competence. 
Bringing global perspectives into teaching across the disciplines bringing public events creating policies and 
programs that support international learning and connections 
Preparing globally competent students 
The idea that all students will be prepared to become Global Citizens.  We do this in multiple ways: study 
abroad, our Scholars of Global Distinction program, on campus "Passport Events," international students and 
scholars, virtual exchange, etc. 
Great word!  Study abroad, cultural activities on campus, partnering with foreign institutions, partnering with 
universities in the close region, supporting international course content, and "preparing students for active 
participation in a global society" (our governing board wording). 
Developing a comprehensive internationalization plan that includes internationalizing curriculum, community 
engagement, student engagement, study/teach abroad programs and professional development to develop 
global awareness.  It also includes recruitment strategies that focus on bringing diversity of international 
students to the college so community college students have opportunities to engage with students from all over 
the world. 
Internationalizing is more related to countries and the interactions between countries.   This could include 
bringing international students into a school and infusing international material and topics into curriculum. 
Internationalizing includes faculty development, student engagement, and curriculum development that leads 
to “greater knowledge and appreciation of a diverse world where all are interdependent.".  The quoted phrase 
comes from our College's Mission Statement. 
Providing ways for ALL students to acquire a "global" education regardless of their ability to participate in 
"direct" experiences. 
A campus wide initiative encompassing curricular and co‐curricular activities.  It also includes international 
faculty, staff and students. 
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APPENDIX U 
WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM SURVEY QUESTION 24 
 
Q24 ‐ To what extent if at all, do you see differences between "internationalizing" and "globalizing" community 
colleges? Please explain. 
Yellow – no difference (I don’t) 
Gray – not sure 
Blue – some difference; global‐ external/Business/Econ; international‐internal side of CCs/HEI 
I don't.  I appreciate that there could be nuances between these with respect to how they frame the activities 
and plans, but my institution isn't far enough in its development of this sphere for such distinctions to really 
matter (yet). 
Globalizing, to me, is more akin to taking over. It connotes one form/perspective to a campus. To globalize
something is to spread that one object (McDonalds) to a place and have it take over and replace the current 
models.  It doesn't probably mean that to others ‐ and event internationalization can have this affect ‐ but it 
does to me. 
Globalization in my opinion brings some of our strengths and offerings into the global arena and makes us active 
partners. Service learning would be an example of how we could be come more global 
Internationalizing, to me, has to do with broadening the perspective of students in an educational setting, 
whereas Globalizing is more of a description in terms of business and economics. 
NA 
I don't. 
I believe there are some similarities but global is more focus on business, trades and what is going on in the 
world. Internationalizing focuses more on specific cultures and people. 
To me it is the same we use the terms interchangeably. 
I'm not sure that there is a definitive difference beyond the name an institution gives to their 
internationalization efforts. "Globalizing" might suggest a multi‐national initiative, while "internationalizing" 
could describe programming that focuses on a particular nation or region. 
at this aunt we are using both interchangeably 
I think the terms can be interchangeable but "globalizing" brings to mind a focus on economic/trade issues and 
international relations, whereas "internationalizing" is more encompassing and inclusive. 
To infuse all aspects of the institution with an international perspective/component. 
When I hear "globalizing" I think of business and lack of cultural exchange.  Internationalizing implies respect for 
different cultures 
Internationalizing seems more internal to the institution.    Globalizing seems to focus more on external
relations. 
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I think academicians get too bogged down in semantics and definitions. We know what the best things are to do 
for the student, we just need to implement them...and funding would help but it's not going to be a prohibitive 
factor. 
I don't see a huge difference other than semantics. 
technically, globalizing is a very specific process that pertains to forces outside the world of higher ed; to 
globalize would mean to put them in synch with the economic forces of globalization, which are not always 
great‐‐ we don't want to mimic global forces, we want to educate our students about them  insofar as "global" is 
different from "international" as per above, though, we need to use the word in specific ways and no in place of 
"international" 
We use them interchangeably 
Not really any difference.  I prefer the term "internationalizing" because it doesn't have that negative 
connotation. 
I honestly feel the words have no difference. 
Internationalizing seems to focus on bringing together students and partnerships from 'nation' states to develop 
partnerships and recruit students from specific countries of origin, recognizing governments, laws, policies, 
practices, history and culture of different countries.    Globalizing tends to focus on developing global awareness 
on issues that crossover nation state borders‐‐issues like global warming, environmental sustainability, poverty, 
global health, economic development and human migration. These issues can be addressed effectively in 
community college classrooms, study abroad or service learning program. 
Globalization refers more generally to the entire planet, which includes local and global.  Globalization is 
sometimes more complex in that issues don't necessarily stop at a country border. 
I'm not sure.  We use internationalizing because we are often working on understanding a nation's culture, 
history and society; for example we have had a year‐long focus on Japan and Tanzania.  Globalization 
emphasizes trends that are shared among regions, and seems a more abstract and new word. 
I think of "internationalizing" as increasing knowledge strictly on an international basis‐‐travel, language, 
culture, etc.  I see "globalization" as including international knowledge/experience but also the differences 
domestically.  For example, the difference between rural and urban life or differences between cultures in the 
mid‐west and the south. 
Not sure 
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APPENDIX V 
WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM SURVEY QUESTION 25 
 
Q25 ‐ In the last academic year (2015‐2016), please describe any initiatives undertaken in your community 
college that provided international experiences for the students. 
Yellow – Study Abroad programs/initiatives/funding 
Assorted co/extra‐curricular events.  Publicized opportunities for study abroad and supported applications.  
Supported assorted student clubs with interests in varied parts of the globe.  Supported interactions between 
international and domestic students. 
Mentorship Programs, International Ambassador Program, Workshops,  On Campus Events 
Cultural affairs, visiting speakers, study abroad fair, students cultural fair, international films; partnerships with 
local university. scholarship transfer program for international students. 
We have begun to form an International Education Work Group to begin Internationalization efforts. I was also 
approved for a one‐semester sabbatical on how to institutionalize Internationalization on our campus. 
Global Awareness Week Festival Fulbright Speakers Presentations International Student Club Alpha Mu Gamma 
5 Study Abroad Programs Faculty PD Funding for Mainland Opportunities 
We supported two study abroad programs. We also hosted international students and worked at creating 
opportunities for collaboration with native students. 
Taste of Moraine is an event where we have food and activities to showcase cultures across the world. It 
provides an fun but educational approach to exploring other cultures. 
Study abroad, semester and faculty‐led, international films, speakers, festivals, trips to Boston and NYC for 
international students. 
Study abroad experiences offered in 8 locations worldwide. Evaluation of F‐1 student experience & processes 
started with a view to updating processes and actively recruiting F‐1 students. Visiting faculty (4 professors) 
from 2 countries. International Student Association & Chinese Student Association (student‐run clubs) planning 
cultural events on campus. 
China Study Abroad ‐ with scholarship assistance from a private donor Italy Study Abroad ‐ new study abroad 
experience ‐ quite popular International Fair ‐ where international students present displays and food for the 
community and students Latin American Fair Trade Coffee Tasting ‐ part of Hispanic Month ‐ learn about fair 
trade and coffee production ‐ co‐curricular Hosting two Fulbright Scholars in campus ‐ one Scholar in Residence 
from Botswana and one Foreign Language Teaching Assistant in Arabic Hosting a Chinese scholar from one of 
our sister institutions in China, supported by a private donor 
study programs in France, Mexico, Cuba 
we conducted an English course in Ireland and Chinese culture class in Zhengzhou. 
We celebrated International Education Week in November 2015 and Diversity Days in April 2016. Actually our 
students have very few international experiences and the only study abroad program we offered (Costa Rica ‐ 
Total Immersion Spanish) was canceled due to low enrollment. We had about 15 participants and the college 
insisted on 20 minimum. This was a big blow to the efforts of many. 
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Study abroad programs, International Week, presence of international students 
International Education Week Study Abroad summer credit course 
Partnership with University of New Mexico for Study Abroad in Ireland 100K Strong in the Americas Grant with 
Colombia SENA 
Appx 10% of our students participated in short‐term study abroad programs.  We also led credit‐earning 
programs to Antarctica and Australia, which means our community college has now organized and led programs 
to all seven continents. Help spearhead a short‐term service learning program with all 14 OK community 
colleges. All colleges participated and there was some financial support from each ‐ in some cases full 
scholarships, others gave smaller scholarships. Involved in Activities such as: Salam Neighbor, Refugee Relief 
drives, and international 'nights' 
Information and advising sessions for the Gilman and CLS scholarship programs. 
30+ cultural events, 55 students went abroad, 65 international students from 30 diff countries 
ALL came out of work of one grant‐funded Institute faculty fellowships to globalize courses faculty learning 
communities on same STEAM events addressing global issues New course Gen Ed approval and Honors for new 
course new scholarship for students new teaching grant for faculty international partnerships virtual coteaching 
Global Conference Trip to Costa Rica Trip to England Mexico Student Cohort attended for language classes 
All of those things I mentioned above. 
Extensive travel study scholarships, 33 visiting speaker sessions from a nearby university with a Humphrey's 
program (we are an affiliate campus), visiting Irish band performing on campus and in the community, 
completed the first student‐faculty exchange program with a partner institution in Mongolia, support for 
international festival on campus and other equally student experience opportunities. 
increased scholarships for international student travel 
Offer study abroad and service learning programs for students to travel and learn abroad every summer. 
Participate in a Teach in China program for students to teach and live in China for up to 6 months.  Offer 
International Studies program and World Languages classes.  Offer multiple courses with global content.  
Develop programs and activities to promote engagement between international and resident students. Provide 
global lecture series on campus to expand global awareness for students. 
We have international students from over 33 countries on campus.  We have on campus activities and projects 
meant to provide more global engagement opportunities such as:  international food festival, multicultural 
speakers, musicians, holidays, New York Times global roundtable discussion lunches.  We are building a small 
study abroad program:  had two students spend a semester abroad in a reciprocal exchange with Japan.  We 
were awarded a 100K Strong in the Americas grant to increase student exchange with SENA Colombia.  We had 
four faculty led trips to:  Spain, Oaxaca, Colombia, and Japan.  We attempt, in school housing to place students 
from other countries with North American roommates to increase intercultural understanding.  We added 
several international student to student leadership positions. 
We ran short‐term study abroad programs to Belize, Mexico and Tanzania.  With a Title VI UISFL grant we had a 
year‐long program with lectures and discussions that directly involved students.  Faculty incorporated the topics 
of the lectures and preparatory readings on Islam, the historic spread of Arabic, Syria devastation, women's lives 
in East Africa, African literature, sustainable development in Belize and Tanzania. A South Asian play by Tagore 
involved a student cast, speakers on Tagore, etc., a dramaturg, etc. Students in classes in Swahili, Japanese, 
Chinese, and French also made presentations during our International Festival.   We had over 30 events in Fall 
2016‐Spring 2017 
We have a H.A.T.S program that kicked off about a year ago.  This stands for Honors Academic Travel Study.  
This is our newest initiative, and we have hosted/will be hosting several trips to Costa Rica, Ireland and 
Yellowstone Park. 
Study Abroad in China Study Abroad in Italy Other study abroad programs Visiting Fulbright Foreign Language 
Teaching Assistant in Arabic Visiting faculty from China Chinese Language Institute and programs ‐ Chinese New 
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Year, Mid‐Autumn Festival, Chinese Corner International co‐curricular events and activities ‐ International Fair, 
Latin American Fair Trade Coffee Tasting, Diwali 
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APPENDIX W 
WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM SURVEY QUESTION 26 
 
Q26 ‐ In the last five years, please describe any initiatives undertaken by senior management and leadership 
towards the internationalization efforts of your institution. 
Yellow – Admin support 
Gray – Student support 
Blue – Faculty support 
Supported the establishment of an advisory committee.  Stated an intent to develop international education in a 
recent update of our educational (long term) master plan, and is currently supporting strategic planning by the 
advisory committee. Allocated additional funding for professional development of advisory committee members 
(to attend CCID, AACU, NAFSA, etc.).  Supported one of our faculty to teach a semester abroad through a 
community college study abroad consortium to which we belong (covering all backfill costs which exceeded the 
reimbursement provided by the consortium).  Supported one of our faculty to take a sabbatical focused on 
studying best practices in international education. 
N/A 
Engagement and support of faculty and staff travel; support of international partnerships and participation in 
Title VI initiatives and grants 
Little or nothing has been done in senior management, except for approving and helping to finance one 
instructor teaching a semester in Spain. 
Attempted exchange program with a Chinese university partner 
None. They support my position fairly well, but I'm only a one‐person office on half release time from teaching. 
Co‐ Chairing our International Task Force. Completing a self‐study process and creating a International Strategic 
Plan and Action goals. 
Development of Global Citizenship Distinction Initiative.  Development of Global Citizenship Initiative.  Transfer 
articulations with foreign Institutions. 
Last year, the institutional leadership expressed a desire to explore how international programming could be 
expanded. This began a process of evaluation of existing strategies, practices, and processes, in preparation for 
international recruitment efforts. 
Visits to China and Cuba by top administrators 
creation of 5 new degree programs: global studies, and four international area studies programs in Asia, Africa, 
Latin America, and the Middle East  new speaker series on global topics open to faculty and students started in 
spring 2016; 4 or 5 symposia per semester   annual global education conference for faculty 
Nothing new that I know of...maybe just an increase in the recruitment efforts to bring international students to 
our campus. 
Global responsibility was added to mission statement. Financial support for international programs 
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none 
We are in year 2 of Internationalizing the Campus.  Exec Team has chosen this as one of the 5 Strategic 
Initiatives of the College. 
President was 100% supportive of activities and provided funding for two students to participate in our 
statewide initiative, where we sent two students from each community college on a 9 day service learning trip 
to the Dominican Republic. Quick to approve ideas and initiatives to develop programs on campus and abroad. 
Creation of the Senior Director, Academic Enrichment and Integrated Learning Position. 
President did Fulbright Nehru to India, VP traveled to Brazil for ccid, president was board chair of ccid last year, 
participate in annual comprehensive internationalization retreat, support and fund international recruitment 
position and study abroad travel funding 
Hard to say‐‐ minimal support of above for‐profit international higher ed partnerships Study Abroad 
Partnership with Basque country of Spain for faculty, student exchange Mexico partnership in Autotronics with 
University in Mexico Germany Student exchange Hosted Global Exchange Student 
Goals in our strategic plan; reducing my teaching load; encouraging faculty to globalize courses; bringing more 
international students and scholars to campus 
Full‐ time Director and Full time Coordinator of International Education positions were approved. 
creation of the Dean of Global Education position 
Included internationalization and global awareness in our strategic plan.  Approved mini‐grants to support 
faculty and staff professional development to develop global competencies and/or internationalize curriculum.  
Hired a study abroad program manager and reinstated study abroad programs. 
There was a change from the "International Center" to the "Center for Global Engagement." Creation of a 
student travel fund to subsidize student travel.  Creation of Inclusion and Diversity Center. 
Senior management initiated a site visit to Cuba in 2016.  We have funding from 3 National Resource Centers, a 
major NEH grant on South Asia, and a Major Dept. of Education grant on Tanzania and Japan.  None of those 
was initiated by Senior Management. 
They appointed a faculty member, with supplemental pay, to chair the International Travel & Global Education 
Program; we created an International Travel & Global Education Center on our main campus.  This is a space for 
students, faculty and staff to use for trip research, Spanish conversation tables, trip development, etc. 
Increasing international student numbers at the institution became an institutional strategic priority. 
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APPENDIX X 
WRITTEN RESPONSES FROM SURVEY QUESTION 27 
 
Q27 ‐ Please provide any additional comments/observations about the role of the person‐in‐charge of 
internationalization efforts at your institution. 
Yellow – time 
Gray – funding 
Blue – institutional concerns 
Please provide any additional comments/observations about the role of the p... 
My answers to the survey are probably misleading because the choices didn't fit well with our current situation, 
and because we are also at such a developmental stage.  Technically, there are 4 people involved: 1) The Vice 
President of Instruction, who has to approve any study abroad or significant international education initiatives; 
2) the instructional dean (myself) who is assigned to study abroad and who is interested in supporting 
developments in internationalizing the college (while overseeing a division encompassing 5 academic 
departments, 125 faculty, 30 staff, etc.); 3) an interested faculty member from the international languages 
department who works in partnership with me in establishing and leading the advisory committee, and who has 
devoted a lot of time to helping us move our planning forward; and 4) the coordinator of our international 
students office, who is also the coordinator for study abroad, and works under our student services division. 
At my institution, there is currently a Dean for Study Abroad and a Center for International Perspectives (that is 
mainly in charge of International Students on campus). There is no real "person‐in‐charge" yet, though that will 
be one of the recommendations of my sabbatical project. 
NA 
Not enough hours in the day. Not enough funding for program development and support. 
The efforts are increasing awareness on campus regarding the activities, services that are happening on campus. 
The efforts are also bringing the campus together to scale up international efforts and awareness on campus. 
Challenging but hugely rewarding 
lack of funding 
key to have administration and faculty working together. 
We have no one in charge. Individual faculty members (like me) organize study abroad programs from time to 
time but we lack institutional support. Administration claims to support the internationalization of the campus 
but that doesn't even translate to funding a single leadership position. 
Takes a lot of passion and energy to move the whole institution in the same direction. 
It is a huge task that can sometimes be a bit daunting yet is very rewarding! 
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We are passionate about our work but have limited support‐‐ faculty and students are on board 
It's a lot, too much.  I work way more than 40 hours a week. 
There is constant need to educate faculty, recruit students, involve disciplines and programs, shape procedures, 
build relationships (the most important role!), and attempt innovative programs to involve our broad based 
student population , expansive service area and grow initiatives in International Education. 
Internationalization is a campus wide commitment and initiative.  It needs vision, leadership and support from 
the top to be effective. 
For 20 years I was supported by an individual who as Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs while I 
retained faculty status, as Professor of English.  Recently that individual retired and there are new 
administrative barriers to our initiatives.  I am supported very well by a new Assistant Dean, but we both have 
little final authority over decisions.  The College President is supportive but it is hard to communicate without 
being seen as uncooperative.  I think it may not be unusual at community colleges for support to depend on 
individuals rather than being institutionalized. 
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